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ON PACKING | 
METHODS. COSTS 


FREE == 


HE rising costs of business demand that every expense item be 
i hammered down to bedrock. Packing and shipping’ costs. may 
be materially cut down by many manufacturers.- Just how 
other firms have discovered the most economical method of packing 
and shipping their products—just how your product may be packed 
and shipped at low cost—is described in detail in this remarkable 
book, “How to Pack It”—sent FREE for your asking. No matter 
what your product—bottled goods, glassware, china, hardware, mills 
nery, foodstuffs, or what not—if it can be packed in reasonable-sized 
boxes, there is a particular H & D package for your particular product. 
“How to Pack It” shows the advantages of H & D Corrugated Fibre- 
Board. Boxes over wooden boxes—shows how to save from 10 to 20 
per cent on the original cost of boxes—how. nine-tenths storage space 
may be saved and how 75 per cent may be saved in packing time. 


H INDE® DAUCH 
CORRUGATED FIBRE BOXES 


Cost less than wood—weigh less than pack in a case. Without charge or 
wood—are safer than wood. ; obligation we will send the H & D 
Moreover, they are proof against dirt, shipping case best suited to your pur- 
damp and pilfering, Folding flat, they poses. Get this information to-day— 
require but one-tenth the storage and our book on “How. to Pack It.” 
space occupied by wooden boxes. No Find out just how this scientific low- 
tools, hammering or nails are neces- cost method of. shipping and packing 
sary—just a pot of glue and a brush,a = e"""_- cnt vowr exnenses. 

few strokes, and the job is done. THE HINDE & DAUCH PAPER CO 
Tell us vour product—how big it is— S \NDUSKY. OHIO 

how much it weighs—how manv you Canadian trade address: Toronto, Canada 
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The National Industrial Traffic League. 


Object—The object of this league is to 
interchange ideas concerning traffic mat- 
ters, to AE gs ear with t 

on, state 
pa ae ll ere transportation compa- 


oting and securing better un- 
pr, ey by the public and the state 


iis,traaic, 
ere deemed 


governments of the needs of 
ic world; to secure proper be 
necessary, and the 
modification of arene laws where. con- 
eidered harmful to the free interchange 
of commerce; with the view to. advance 
pos dealing and to promote, conserve 

po ay Pe the aay as and trans- 


quarters—Tacoma Bldg., 5 North 
vHeadavart St., Chicago “ 


Sea President 
Traffic Commissioner, Toledo Com- 
merce Club, Toledo, Ohio. 

- Vice-President 
Goenmiadiouee, Freight and Traffic 
Division,. Chamber of Commerce, 
Indiana 


Secretary-Treasurer 
T. idly Crane Co, a36 South Michi- 


, Tb. 
-Asst. Secretary 
forth La Salle 8t., Chicago. 
PEE Ra Traffic Managers of Philadel- 
la. Walter B. Grieves, . Pres.; 
oel Butler, Secy., Philadelphia, Pa. 


National implement ane tongs 2 Associa- 


. Evans, Freight cs 
American Trust “Bldg., ply hed 


Northern Pine nage neg Associa- 


tion. H. S. Childs, Secy., Minneapolis. 


Manufacturers’ Association, In charge of 


traffic of industries located at Sterling 
and Rock Falis, Ill. 


Seeeeccseees President 


-Treasurer 


H. Wood cons 
+ N. Bradford............Vice-President 


J. nee. «< + Ones 
EB. ptkw idee Te c Manager 
All correspondence ~ieuaies to .move- 
c to or from Sterling and 
Falls, Ill.; should be addressed to 
TraffiCc Manager, General Offices, 
wrence Blidg., ‘Sterling, Til, 
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Commercial and Traffic 


THE TRAFFIC WORLD 


The age Freight Bureau. L. R. 
Donel ison, Pres.; W. G. Thomas, Vice- 
Pres.; James S. Davant, Commissioner, 
Memphis, Tenn. 

Traffic Bureau of Associated Industries, 
Central Manufacturing District. Knee- 
land Ball, aes S. A. Smith, Vice- 
Pres. ; Ww. Cullen, Secy. and Traffic 
Director, Guia 

National League of Commission Merchants 
of the United States. John C. Scales 
Pres., Chicago, Ill; R. S. French, Busi- 
ness Manager, 90 West Broadway, New 


York. 
TRAFFIC CLUBS 


The Traffic Club of New York. W.'C. 
Hope, Pres.; C. A. Swope, Secy. 

Brooklyn Traffic Club. Joseph. Mills, 
Pres.; Frank Rockambeau, Sec 

Traffic Club of a ar City. Frank M. 
Cole, Pres.; Alfred A. Wild, Secy. 

Topeka Traffic Association. J. F. Haskell, 
Pres.; Samuel E. Lux, Secy.-Treas. 

The Spokane Transportation Club. Chas. 
V. G. Shinkle, Pres.; J. W. MacIntosh, 


Secy. 
The Traffic Club of Chicago. Fred Zim- 
merman, Pres.; W. H. Wharton, Secy. 
The Transportation Association of Chi- 
cago. H. E. MacNiven, Pres.; W. G. 
Johnson, Secy 
The Traffic Club of Bie ag oka George 
J. Lincoln, Pres.; Don C. Hunter, Secy. 
The Traffic ‘Club of hy Louls. Oliver H. 
Greene, Pres.; W. S. Crilly, ey -Treas. 
The Traffic Club of Pittsburgh E hae A 
Townsend, Pres.; D. L. ells, Secy. 
™ Transportation Reo of Indiana >is. 
Merritt, Pres.; L. E. Stone, cy. 
The Frattic Club of New England, Boston. 
Sam W. Manning, Pres.; C. A. Ander- 
son, Secy. 
The Transportation ~ aie of Loulsviile. 
F. G. Maus, Pres J. McBride, Secy. 
The Transportation éieb of Toledo, Joseph 
Goldbaum, Pres.; Harry S. Fox, Secy. 
The Traffic Club of Baltimore. J. Frank 
Ryley, Pres.; C. C. Kailer, Secy. 

The Traffic Club of Dalias. ‘H. B. Lock- 
ett, Pres.; P. L. Wills, Secy. 

Denver Commercial Traffic Club F. M. 
Andrews, Pres.; R. Flickinger, Secy. 
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e 2 : 
Organizations 
Washington ag Club. D. ao Fisher, 


Pres.; W. B. Peckham, Sec 
Transportation Gleb of Buffalo. John J. 
Mossman, Pres.; Henry Adema, Secy. 
The Traffic —_ of Newark. F. E. Stone, 

Pres.; J. J. Kautzmann, Secy. 
The Transportation we en Seattie. W. 
‘ Lockwood, Pres.; fF’. C. Nessly; Secy.- 


reas. 

The ee Club of Detroit, Mich. 
Charl Hac*ett, Pres.; W. R. Hur- 
ley, Secy. ; 


Tranaportation Club of San Francisco. 
Henry Avila, Pres.; James G. Melvin, 


Secy. 

The Railroad Club of Kansas City, Mo. 
Wallace A McGowan, Pres. ; ; Claude 
Manlove, 

The Traffic and Transportation Club of 
Birmingham. . Johnston, Pres. ; 3 J 
W. Bryan, Secy. 

The Traffic Club of Minneapolis. M. 8. 
Thurber, Pres.; J. M, Burdick, Secy. 
Salt Lake City ‘Transportation Club. 
Julian Bamberger, Pres.; R. E. Row- 

land, Secy. 

Traffic Club of Milwaukee. C. C. Backus, 
Pres.; H. L. Taylor, Secy. 

Transportation Club of Lien, 0. Lloyd P. 
—. Pres.; D. L. Rupert, Secy.- 


Pt Rapids Traffic Club, Grand Rapids, 
Mich. Fred M. Briggs, Pres.; J. 
Greenley, Secy. and Treas. 

bbe 2 ggt ogy Club of Peoria. T. A. 
Grier, Pres.; C. H. Gillig, Secy. 

Traffic Club of ee be W. Clark, 
Pres.; M. F. Doyle, 

Traffic Club of Erie, Pa. Bey: E. Rhodes, 
Pres.; M. W. Eismann, Secy. 

Los Angeles Traffic Association, Los An- 
eles, Cal. C. ‘. So npc Pres.; H. 
. Smith, Secy.-T 

Traffic Club of Jacksonville, Fla. H. C. 
Avery, Pres.; R. H. May, y.-Treas. 

The Traffic Club of Fort Worth. R. E. 
Lay, ; R. R. Wilson, Secy. 

The “rraffic ‘Club of the Greater Dayton 
gg ae J. a Cobey, Chairman; 
E. Biechler, S 

The Portiand Transportation Club. Blaine 
Hallock, Pres.; W. O. Roberts, Secy. 

The Traffic Club of Omaha. E. C. Wil- 
bur, Pres.; C. D. Baline, Secy. 





PRACTICING BEFORE THE 
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


en we ee eee ee ee ee ee es ae 


Charles Conradis 
Practices before the 
Interstate Commerce Commissica 
418-420 South Market St., Chicago 
006-3-8-0-10 Colorado Bidg., Washington, D. C. 





John B. Daish 
Interstate Commerce Cases only 


008-606 Hibbs Bldg., Washington, D.C. 





Walter E. McCornack 


Formerly attorney for Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission; Counselor at Law 


Suite 956 First Nationa! Bank Bidg., 
Chicago, Ill. 





Cc. D. Chamberlin 
Attorney at Law and Commerce 


1019-1083 Rose Bldg. Cleveland, Ohio 








Bruce Wyman 


COMMISSION PRACTICE 


CONSULTING COUNSEL 
COMMERCE EXPERT 
ATTORNEY AT LAW a 


50 Congress St., Boston, Mass. 





H. R. Small 


Practices Before the Interstate 
Commerce Commission 


1605-14 Pierce Bldg., St. Louis, Mo. 





Maurice Trimble Jones 
ATTORNEY aT LAW 


Interstate Commerce 


——— a specialty. Formerly 


Express cases 
Tradio Manager of United States Expres Express Pam amy 
Commissions. 


Seon State 
2 Rector Street, New York, N. Y. 





Hal H. Smith 


(Beaumont, Smith & Harris) 


Practices Before Interstate Commerce 
Commission 


‘ 1128-26 Ford Bidg., Detroit, Mich. (510 Law Bidg., 


Rate 
- | sions and 


Leslie J. L 
former U. 8. Atty. 
Paul E. 


and State Com- 


Jean Paul Muller 
ACCOUNTANT AND ATTORNEY-AT-LAW 
42.424 Wood ward Bidg., Washingten, D. C. 


Cases In aving Financial and Operating Analyses, 
Servies ‘este and Comparisons, and other 
ion before State and Federal Commis 


Blackmar & Bundschu 


Attorneys and Counseiors 


Suite 904 Commerce Building, Kansas City, Me. 


Special Attention to Rate Claims and 


Practice Before Interstate Commeres Commission 


former net Aue. seater 
pecs & Smith 


LAWYERS 
Mr. Bradley, formerly with Interstate Commesss 


aul 


of the of 
Commer | Commission, has chares preparation of cases 
Suite 1003-6 Republic Bidg., Kansas City, Me 


W. 8. Morris, Jr. 


Atterney at Law 


Transportation Law and Interstate 


Commerce Cases 
Norfolk, Va. 
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DIRECTORY OF ATTORNEYS isticstare’ Commerce ‘commission 











Robert W. Hall | George B. Webster Littlefor r — Ballard 
Attorney and Counselor ‘Counsel in Interstate Commerce and | so, ¢ 
Interstate Commerce Cases Public Service Commission Cases He Gwynne Building, Cincinnati, Ohl ys. 
State Commission Cases International Life Building | sion cases and trade and transportation tatvon snty 
617-520 Third National Bank Bldg. os Tonle (Commerce Coumati) In'charps of Washineten, DO, 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI | offices, where E. E. Williamson (Commerce Expert) 
| 18 associated 
BARNARD & MILLER | Jeffery and Campbell 


anthony First National Bank 
Of BRIEFS, | RECORDS ant  OPHAONS tn accordance | CHICAGO, Terenas. 


Formerly Interstate Com Atto. 
‘ ~~ merce Tney and 


Will read proof, print and forward d nterstate Commerce Attorney, reepect- 
work for out of town attorneys within ively, of the Missouri Pacifie Railway System 
twenty-four hours after receiving copy ae in Causes Before the Interstate Com- 


mmission and all Other Public 
172 N. LaSalle Street CHICAGO, ILLINOIS | merce Co 
Phone Franklin 564. | ae Utility Commissions. 





B. G. Dahlberg . 


COMMERCE EXPERT 





Watson & Abernethy : 
John R. Walker 


7 ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
Rufus B. Daniel | ‘ ae a . INTERSTATE COMMERCE LITIGATION 
ATTORNEY 4T LAW Forest Products Cases a Specialty 
| 1601-20 Pioneer Bldg. St. Paul, Minn | Commerce Counsel for Southera Hardweod Traffie 
Interstate Commerce Cases only | 421 New York Life Bldg. Kanses City, Mo Association 


625 Mills Building, El Paso, Tex. 915-918 Munsey Building. Washington, D. 0. 
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Arthur B. Hayes | R. W. Ropiequet George Patterson Boyle 
ATTORNEY-AT-LAW ATTORNEY AT LAW LAWYER 
Colorado Building, Washington, D.C. —_ Interstate Commerce and Former Attorne 
y for 
Former eeolicier of interns Remnue | Public Utilities Interstate Commerce Commission 
Interstate Commerce Litigation | First Nationa! Bank Building, Belleville Il. 72 West Adams Street, 
a Specialty | 506 Mermod & Jaceard Bldg., 8t. Louis, Mo. Chicago 
Ralph N. Kellam mange ato Ro ga Hunter H. Moss 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
Intersta e Commerce Cases Interstate Commerce Cases Only Formerly Judge Cireuit Court 
State Commission Cases Formerly with the Int: rstate Commerce | merce 2 Sf. Oe at Been Com 
1101 Stephen Girard Bldg. 502-504 Penobscot Buildin Offices 912-918 Woodward Bldg. 
Philadelphia, Pa. ————e Washington, D. C. 





BORDERS, WALTER & BURCHMORE 
656-561 Rookery, CHICAGO 


M. W. Borders Luther M. Walter John 8. Burchmore 
CORPORATION. INSURANCE Formerly Attorneys for Interstate Commerce Commission 
AND ANTI-TRUST LAWS ALL MATTERS AFFECTING CARRIERS AND PUBLIC UTILITIES 





To The TRAFFIC MANAGER 
Who Must Keep UP TO THE MINUTE 


On Tariff Filings, Rejections, Suspensions, and the other Most Important 
Traftic Happenings 


Our Daily Traffic World and Traffic Bulletin Will Appeal 


LET US SEND SAMPLES 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE BUREAU, . CHICAGO 








As a Friend of THE TRAFFIC WORLD, piease mention this paper in writing te atterneys. 
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THE THEORY OF 


“Western Freight Service’ 


Is to buy the manufacturers’ transportation at the right 
price in the first instance, and avoid overcharges. 


AND 


Keep a close watch on your competitors’ freight rate 
situation as well as your own, 
AND 
To assist the sales manager and the advertising manager 
in properly charting the territory, for the most ad- 
vantageous placing of the advertising and the salesmen. 
AND 
The proper routing of the product to your customer at 
the lowest possible legal cost after the advertising man- 
ager and the sales manager have performed their function. 
Too much cannot be said against these matters being 
handled by incompetent men trying to play the traffic 
manager. Such men cannot check your rates accurately. 
They are seldom equipped with the proper freight tariffs 
and still more seldom able to correctly solve the intri- 
cacies of their construction. 


Write and we will demonstrate how practical the 
theory is. 


Western Freight Traffic Association 
924-925-926 KARPEN BLDG. 
CHICAGO 
(Not an Auditing Bureau) 


SEVERAL OF THE 


Solid Leather Handbags 


that we have recently given away in our busi- 
ness-getting campaign have “‘gone to College.” 


If you didn’t get yours, let us tell you how 
’ it may be done. 


BOOK DEPARTMENT 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE BUREAU 
418 SO. MARKET ST. CHICAGO 


THE TRAFFIC 


WORLD 


The relationship between a rail- 
road and the industries it serves 
must be not alone friendly, but 
intelligently co-operative, if both 
are to get the maximum benefits 
of the association of interests. 


There should and must be a desire 
on the part of each to play the 
game for a mutual advantage. 


The Belt Railway of Chicago 
endeavors to give to its industries 
a service built on such a founda- 
tion. 


Chicago is the center of com- 
mercial activity in America and 
The Belt Railway of Chicago 
offers all the advantages of its 
location as the connecting link 
between the many roads which 
lead to Chicago. 


Absolutely neutral, you have the 
choice of the routes which may 
best accommodate your purpose 
without interference—direct or 
indirect—on the part of The Belt 
Railway of Chicago. 


Besides, you can save twenty- 
four hours’ time in getting your 
shipments to or from your plant 
as compared with many other 
locations in the Chicago District. 


Can we not serve you, at least by 
telling you more definitely what 
we have that will measure up to 
your requirements? 


The Belt Railway Company of Chicago 


FRANK A. SPINK, Traffic Manager 
229 Dearborn Station, Chicago, Ill. 
Telephone Harrison 3690 


As a Friend of THE TRAFFIC WORLD, please Mention the paper in writing to advertisers. 
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WALA LAAN 
IWIN 


Responsibility 


is the keynote of the express 


o 


HAAN AIE UAHA 
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HEN a package is brought to you by 
the express, you are asked to sign the 
expressman’s book. That is, you are 

asked to acknowledge the delivery in writing. 

Why is this necessary? 

Because the express, when it takes a package 
from the sender, guarantees a safe delivery. 
The express is responsible to the sender. 

Therefore, having delivered the package, it 
asks for your signature as proof of delivery. It 
takes a receipt in the sender’s interest. 

Responsibility is the keynote of the express. 
Further proof of this is seen in the receipt 
which the express g7ves to the shipper. It is 
an insurance policy insuring the sender against : 
both loss and damage—partial or complete. 

Such methods, used by the express, are what 
make it the most valuable transportation service 
for shipments of every sort. 


(HULALAOUULAVEUOOROLUUELOULASE OVEN LALA PEALE SAU LUE AULA 


HENCE RENCE 


Send to 51 Broadway, New York, for a booklet which tells 
you why ‘‘It is to Your Interest to Use the Express.”’ 


ATAU 


The Panama-Pacific International Exposition at San Francisco has 
given the grand prize—the highest possible award—to Wells Fargo 
for perfected and extensive express service. 


Wells Fargo & Co 
Express 





HUAI 


WASH AAAS 








SUC UA HH 
TRLMTRTAT TATU MT UPR MTDNA RMT RUM U MT AUR UMD MIM UMDMERUMDMIM UNDA AUMUMUAUMUMDAUPURUAUATHDAUHURDATAURDMUAURD URI OMNI n Mi 
As a Friend of THE TRAFFIC WORLD, please Mention the paper in writing to advertisers. 


TIM LT lL TRIO LD MM 








= 
— 
= | 
= 
—_— 
= 
=| 
= 
=a | 
= | 
= | 
= 
——_ 
—_—s 
= | 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
=| 
S 
= 
= 
=} 
= 
=| 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= | 
= 
Ss 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
=> 
= 
= 
= 
=> 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
Ss 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
S 
= 
S 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
a 
= 
—_— 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
Ss 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
I 
= 
Et 











HENCE 


WANE: 


NMIN 





S | Suva 


HNN 


Il! 


UTA, LILI 


October 30, 1915 


Issued every Saturday by — 
THE TRAFFIC SERVICE BUREAU 
Colorado Building, 418-430 S. Market St., 
Washington, D. C. Chicago, Ill. 

E. F. Hama, President 


W. C. True, 


Sec’y and Treasurer 
E. C. Van ArspeL, Manager 


Cmartes Conrapis, 


Vice-Pres. and Gen’l Counsel 
Hewry A. Patmer, Editor 


All subscriptions are payable in advance and renew auto- 
matically at end of period unless specific notification to contrary 
is given to publisher. 

All remittances should be made payable to order of THE 
TRAFFIC SERVICE BUREAU and should be in Chicago or 
New York exchange. We have to pay exchange on checks on 
outside banks. 


TERMS OF SUBSCRIPTION 


Three months....... 
Single copies........ 


Advertising rates will be made known upon application. 


Vol. XVI, No. 18 Saturday, October 30, 1915 


AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE. 


Even those opposed to the administration’s 
shipping bill must be impressed with the way in 
which the redrafted measure was expounded and 
advocated by Secretary McAdoo in his recent 
Indianapolis speech. In the first place, both his 
arguments and his presentation of them were 
unusually forceful and convincing, and, in the 
second place, the bill has been unquestionably 
strengthened by the naval auxiliary provision. 
That is, in the new bill it is provided that the 
ships to be purchased shall be used as_ naval 
auxiliaries in time of war and as merchant ves- 
sels in time of peace. The naval argument comes 
with particular force at this time when the Euro- 
pean war serves to emphasize our weakness and 
when preparedness is the watchword of the day, 
so that one opposed to at least this phase of the 
bill subjects himself to the suspicion that he is 
unpatriotic or that he is too much a pacificist. 
The new feature strengthens the bill not only 
sentimentally but practically, since it would pro- 
vide for an actual need in time of war. 

We are no more inclined to favor government 
ownership than are other opponents of that pol- 
icy, but still we must admit the force of what Mr. 
McAdoo says. It is not the part of a wise and 
reasonable person to oppose the doing of a thing 
that is necessary merely because the doing of it 
involves the transgression of a principle that he 
believes to be correct. The principle may still 
be true, but, like all rules, subject to exception. 
\Ve suppose no one denies the advantages of a 
merchant marine, and Mr. McAdoo makes a 


powerful.argument for it as a necessity—a neces- 
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sity that has not been provided by private capital 
and that will not be. If he is right about that, 
and our laws cannot be so altered, in reason, as 
to induce private capital to supply the need, then 
why should not the. government go into the busi- 
ness? He gives examples of government activity 
along similar lines and with similar motives. ‘The 
Panama Canal is one. And in his exposition of 
this enterprise he disposes of the argument that 
the government is not warranted in doing a thing 
of this sort without a money profit. The Alaskan 
Railroad is another example. As examples of 
service on the part of government for its people 
without possibility of profit he cites the public 
health service, the lifesaving service and the rev- 
enue cutter service. He might give many others. 

Undoubtedly there are questions of fact stili 
at issue and that must be answered satisfactorily 
before the way is clear. One of these is whether 
some of our laws—the La Follette Seaman’s Law, 
for instance—may not be so modified as to bring 
about what Mr. McAdoo desires, as far as mer- 
chant ships are concerned. And we do not be- 
lieve Mr. McAdoo is correct when he says that 
the real fight in the merchant marine contro- 
versy is a fight for subsidies. Certainly that fea- 
ture of it exists, but we believe the largest part 
of the opposition to the ship purchase bill comes 
from those who are opposed on principle to gov- 
ernment ownership or operation. It is a good 
principle, but why may not an occasion have ar- 
rived to depart from it? At least, as Mr. Mc- 
Adoo says, the antagonists of the administration’s 
plan have as yet offered little but criticism. They 
offer no practical or constructive suggestion. In 
the country’s need—unless they deny that need— 
it is up to them to do that, else they cannot 
expect to be heard. We want a merchant marine, 
that is sure. How are we to get it? If not by 
this plan of the administration, then how? Sub- 
sidy is one way, to be sure, but it has more op- 
ponents on principle, perhaps, than has the’ goy- 
ernment purchase plan. 

We hope Congress will have all the facts before 
it and will give the matter thorough and honest 
consideration, and we hope that the close of the 
present war—be it ever so soon—will not find us 
without plans for an adequate merchant marine at 
least well under way. The lack of it is a national 
disgrace. 


A GOOD EXAMPLE. 


The Chicago & Alton has set an example in 
the selection of V. D. Skipworth of Sulzberger & 
Sons Co. to serve on its board of directors that 
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might well be followed by other railroads. They 
should realize that a man of this training is valu- 
able to them. A railroad in many respects is not 
different from a manufacturing concern, for rail- 
roading is only the making and selling of trans- 
portation. Therefore it should follow that a man 
who has analyzed and bought transportation in 
large and small quantities in all parts of the coun- 
try and on the high seas, equipped not only with 
early experience in actual railroading, but with 
the later and wider experience in the organiza- 
tion and development of a large industrial con- 
cern, would be able to bring to a railroad board 
new ideas in efficiency and development. A com- 
mercial training teaches one thing above all 
others—sales are the life blood of business, and 
sales of a poor product cannot long be made at 
a profit, nor can profit be made if the cost to 
manufacture and the cost to sell are too high. 
The balance sheet of an industrial concern shows 
unfailingly whether or not business is being done 
at a profit, and if not, why not. 

It seems fitting, therefore, that the railroads 
should have in their councils men of this training 
—not as mere representatives of stock-owning or 
any financial interests, or of large industrial con- 
cerns from whom freight business is to be 
obtained, but as assets on .the governing boards, 
because of their training and wisdom and _ their 
ability to see the shipper’s side. 


EXPEDITING COMMISSION HEARINGS 








To those who have followed the method of pro- 
cedure in Interstate Commerce Commission heat- 
ings, our report of the ore hearings in Pittsburgh, 
printed in last week’s issue, will prove interesting. 

The adjustment of these ore rates will unques- 
tionably be found by the Commission to be an 
extremely complicated matter, and it may be 
months before a decision is reached. 

The gathering of the mass of statistical data by 
the Commission’s staff and its introduction by 
Messrs. King and Close, right at the beginning of 
the hearing, was a step, however, which will cer- 
tainly tend to expedite matters as well as ma- 
terially to shorten the record. 

Not only did the Commission gather informa- 
tion pertinent to both the shippers’ and carriers’ 
side of this case, but those who introduced this 
evidence were careful to refrain from expressing 
opinions about the exhibits; and last, but not least, 
enough copies of the exhibits had been prepared 
so that those who will be affected by the outcome, 
and who were present, had copies before them. 

It would seem that if this method of procedure 
on the part of the Commission were adopted in 
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more of the important cases, accompanied by some 
method whereby some limit might be placed on the 
number of those who are heard, much would be 
gained in the way of the expeditious handling of 
cases. 


PANAMA CANAL SITUATION 





THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission is without 
power in the situation that will arise on November i, 
when rates on the Panama Railroad will take an upward 
jump so great that the Luckenbach steamship line says 
it will go out of the coast to coast trade until the canal 
is open again. The rates on that government-owned and 
government-controlled railroad are not filed, except pos- 
sibly as a matter of information, with the Commission. 
The latter has no power now over the railroad company 
or the rates it may prescribe. 

When the canal was closed by slides, the government 
railroad made an emergency rate of $3 a ton, covering 
loading and unloading cargoes, so as to move the 375,000 
tons of freight in the holds of ships waiting to pass 
through the canal, or arriving soon thereafter. 

On November 1 the rates will be on a classification 
basis, ranging from $2.50 to $15 per ton, without absorp- 
tion of the cost of loading and unloading. It has been 
estimated that the new rates will raise the cost of getting 
freight loaded and unloaded and over the less than 50 
miles of rail haul from a flat rate of $3 a ton to rates 
ranging from $3.75 to $20, depending on the character 
of the commodity to be transported. 

At the time the flat $3 rate was published, the 
Isthmian Canal Commission, which has control over the 
railroad company and the canal, said that rate was not 
to be considered as a precedent. 

Pacific coast shippers have expressed great indigna- 
tion, but they have no way of getting relief. The rail- 
road officials who make the rates are government offi- 
cials, as powerful within their sphere and as independent 
also as are the Interstate Commerce Commissioners. The 
Tehuantepec route, according to declarations made to the 
Commission by the steamship interests, which oppose 
the eastward extension of the &5-cent rate on iron and 
steel articles now prevailing from Chicago and Missis- 
sippi River crossings, is out of business, the revolutions 
in Mexico being too much for it. 

According to declarations from the same source, the 
American-Hawaiian company is sending some of its ships 
through the Straits of Magellan and intended to tran- 
ship cargoes via the railroad, at a cost to it of $5 a ton 
greater than would accrue if the canal were open. 

Since the publication of the new rates by the Panama 
Railroad, nothing has been put into the Commission’s 
records as to what the company intends doing, as a 
result of what the Luckenbach company calls the ex- 
orbitant rates published by the canal railroad. 


RATES ON IRON ORE. 

At the conference between the attorneys for the car- 
riers at Pittsburgh on Thursday evening last week it 
was decided that the railways would go on with their 
rebuttal in the Wheeling Steel and Iron Co. ore case, it 
being the understanding that when the hearing of this 
case had been concluded the complainant in the other case 
would be heard. 
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CURRENT TOPICS IN WASHINGTON 


Contracts Between Carrier and 
Shipper.—It is deemed highly improb- 
able that the Commission will ever 
order any rejoicing on account of the 
decision in the case of the Foster 
Lumber Company against the Gulf, 
Colorado & Santa Fe, in which it up- 
held the assessment for demurrage 
at the point of origin, because the 
cars were held pending a dispute as 
to how the bill of lading should read, 
on the ground that if the initial carrier’s agent had 
signed the bill of lading as presented by the shipper the 
signing of: the bill would have constituted the making 
of a contract requiring the initial carrier to deliver the 
cars on an extension of the Wichita Falls & Northwestern 
which had not been made a part of the common carrier’s 
line. If the shipper had contended that a bill of lading 
were a contract binding the carrier to deliver to a point 
where neither it nor its connections had any published 
rate, he would have been hooted out of court. The first 
thing that would have been asked would have been for 
him to identify the tariff under which either the initial 
or connecting line had held itself out to carry to the 
point mentioned in the so-called contract. Perhaps a 
shipper can make a valid contract with a carrier for 
earrier service to a point beyond its rails or the rails 
of another common carrier, to which no rate has been 
published, but the weight of authority appears to be 
against calling anything a contract that calls for the 
performance of an illegal act. Besides, the lecturers 
on common carrier law are inclined to hold that there 
is no such thing as a contract possible between a carrier 
and a shipper, since the law defines their relationshin, 
which is contractual in only the most limited sense. It is 
suggested that possibly the Commission might have ap- 
proved the imposition of demurrage on the ground that 
the shipper refused to make out a bill of lading, on the 
assumption that a shipper is under an obligation to per- 
form the clerical work connected with the preparation 
of the receipt the law requires a carrier to give fer 
property tendered to it for transportation, not under a 
contract. but under the terms prescribed by law. 


Why Did the Carriers Refuse?—There is considerable 
interest being manifested in the refusal of the railroad 
attorneys to allow R. F. Kelly. general freight agent of 
the Wheeling & Lake Erie, to say why the carriers, 
when ordered by the Commission to give Pittsburgh and 
Wheeling the same rate on iron ore, chose to raise the 
Wheeling rate from 60 to 88 cents, while reducing the 
rate to Pittsburgh from 96 to 88 cents. The refusal took 
place at the hearing on the iron ore question before 
Examiner Haggerty. C. B. Ellis, attorney for some of 
the steel interests, fired a string of questions at Mr. Kelly, 
the object of which was to develop the facts with regard 
to the conferences the railroad men held when they were 
told they must put Wheeling and Pittsburgh on the same 
footing. The Commission allowed the carriers the option 
by simply deciding that the rate to Pittsburgh was too 
high in comparison with the rate to Wheeling. It did 
not condemn the rate to Pittsburgh as being unreason- 
able per se. The curiosity is as to whether the carriers 
fear to allow the facts with regard to their conferences 
to be known, or whether they think there is no obligation 
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on them to explain why they exercised an option given 
them by the Commission in the way they did. 


Proportional Rates for Steamship Lines.—That south- 
ern railroads are prepared to resist to the utmost all 
efforts to have the Commission prescribe proportional 
rates to be maintained by them for use by steamship 
lines was made certain by the steps they took at the 
hearing on the application of the Charleston & Norfolk 
Steamship Co. to have the Commission name such rates 
via the Chesapeake & Ohio. They produced as witnesses 
such traffic men as E. D. Hotchkiss, general freight agent 
of the Chesapeake. & Ohio; S. S. Bridgers, assistant gen- 
eral freight agent of the Norfolk & Western, and J. W. 
Perrin, general freight agent north of the Savannah River, 
to bring forward a history of the adjustment of rates. 
Their object was to show that to a large degree their 
rates are now depressed on account of the water com- 
petition and that further to increase the competition 
would make it harder, if not impossible, for the officials 
of the carriers to give those who invested their money 
in the railroad property of the South an adequate return. 
None of them, of course, put the proposition in just those 
terms, but that appeared to be the effect of what they 
said. It is suggested that probably a superficial view of 
their situation would be that those who made the invest- 
ments knew the risks they were running and that, if 
now they lose some revenue by reason of an increase 
in competition, they should not complain. But it is 2 
fact that investors of other years never figured on Con- 
gress intervening with statutes, the effect of which is 
the reverse of the legislation enacted by states encour- 
aging the construction of railroads to carry freight inland 
from the points on the navigable waters to which ships 
could go, or of the legislation that tied the short lines 
into long lines and brought about a lowering of rates 
generally. Aside from the mere statutory power of Con- 
gress to order an increase in competition, it seems the 
southern roads indirectly raise the question as to whether 
such increase would be right, in a moral sense. They 
believe, apparently, that, admitting the constitutionality 
of the Panama Canal act, there is something more in the 
proposition. Charleston, however, believes the railroads 
recognize the water competition from New York and 
other northern points at. Wilmington, but refuse to extend 
the benefit to that port; that is, they unduly discriminate 
against Charleston. 


Comparative Railroad Prosperity—Two schools of 
thought on the tariff are having a talking match as to 
whether the railroads are in worse condition now than 
they were in 1894, the assumption of one side being that 
the revision of the tariff is the primary cause of the ills 
with which the railroads are suffering. The undisputed 
facts are that at present eighty-two railroad companies, 
with a mileage of 41,988 and a capitalization of $2,264,000,- 
000, are in the hands of receivers. In 1894. June 30, there 
were 192 roads in the hands of receivers. They had a 
mileage of 40,818 and a capitalization of a little more than 
$2,000,000,000. Considering the mileage and capitalization 
of all the railroads in 1894, and comparing that mileage and 
capitalization with the mileage and capitalization now, 1894 
was a worse time than the present. One school, while 
admitting that relatively 1894 was worse than 1914 and 
the current year. insists that but for the war in Europe, 
the present would be worse than 1894; that the stimula- 
tion of business by the demand for munitions has kept 
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industry from collapsing and the huge imports of gold 
have provided capital for needy railroads at reasonable 
prices. They contend that but for the war the downward 
tendency existing Aug. 1, 1914, would have continued. At 
that time imports were in excess of exports and gold 
was going out in alarming quantities, the excess being 
about $131,000,000—the greatest it had been in the fifteen 
years preceding that day. Another undisputed fact is that 
the volume of business to-day is only a little larger than 
it was a year ago, but net operating revenue, and in some 
instances corporate income, is greater than it was a year 
ago. The net operating revenue, in too many instances, 
many believe, is due to the cut in expenses. But, accord- 
ing to reports in the steel industry, railroads are again 
buying structural steel, and that helps that part of the 
business world. Strange as it may seem, there is a 
depression in the iron and steel industry in England 
which reacts in this country, so that the American rail- 
roads that are buying are believed to be getting some 
benefit from the war, other than the tonnage that the 
war orders are causing to move. A. BB. Hi. 


NEBRASKA SHREVEPORT CASE 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 


The Commission, on October 25 and October 26, lis- 
tened to arguments in another Shreveport case. It is not 
safe, however, to go beyond that point in saying there is 
similarity in the situation on the Missouri to that on the 
Red River before the Commission stepped in and prescribed 
rates for traffic westbound from Shreveport into Texas. 
Technically the cases constituting this other Shreveport 
case are known as Traffic Bureau of the Commercial Club 
of St. Joseph, Mo., vs. Chicago & North Western; Traffic 
Bureau of the Commercial Club of Atchison, Kan., against 
the same carrier; Department of Traffic of the Commercial 
Club of Kansas City vs. Chicago, Burlington & Quincy; 
Council Bluffs Commercial Club vs. C. & N. W. and the 
Traffic Bureau of the Commercial Club of Sioux City. 

The Shreveport case was begun by the railroad com- 
missioners of Louisiana against some of the railroads serv- 
ing Shreveport, with the Texas railroad commissioners the 
real, but not apparent, defendants. In-this more northern 
Shreveport case, the defendants are the railroads, but the 
Nebraska railroad commissioners appear as interveners to 
defend the rates it prescribed and which became effective 
Sept. 6, 1914, with the cities named as complainants. 

At the morning session of October 25, C. E. Childe, 
for the Sioux City interests, H. G. Krake for those of St. 
Joseph and R. D. Sangster for the Kansas City complain- 
ants were the speakers. At that time the program was 
for the railroad side to be presented by C. C. Wright, H. A. 
Scandrett and R. B. Scott, with Mr. Scandrett using the 
laboring oar in the necessarily long recital of facts and 
eases, which, according to the carriers, control the 
situation. 

The intervening Nebraska interests were to have their 
views presented by Edward P. Smith, special counsel, 
Henry T. Clarke of the Nebraska commission, W. E. Reed, 
attorney-general for Nebraska, E. J. McVann, attorney for 
the Omaha Commercial Club. 

The interests of the complaining Council Bluffs or- 
ganization were presented by Dwight N. Lewis and those 
of the intervening Lincoln interests by W. S. Whitten. 

The complainants asked the Commission to restore 
the relations that had existed prior to the reduction in 
intrastate rates caused by the Nebraska commission. 
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Omaha was the point around which the arguments re- 


volved. The Omaha club and the Nebraska commissioners, ° 


in a general way, were on one side, with the complainants 
on another angle and the railroads on the third side of a 
triangle. Omaha took the position that there was no 
reason why she should object to a restoration of the old 
relations that existed as to rates from Council Bluffs and 
Sioux City to Nebraska destinations. It had no objections 
either to the elimination of discriminations, if any, caused 
by the Nebraska classification. It insisted, however, that 
grave injustice would be done if Omaha rates were raised 
or if the Nebraska Classification were condemned, because, 
it insisted, no testimony had been brought out to show 
the discrimination alleged is illegal. 

Omaha took the further position that the old adjust- 
ment was unjust to Omaha, in that it deprives it of the 
advantage of its location. 

The real principals in the Nebraska state rate case 
made their arguments at the afternoon session, after 
Dwight N. Lewis, for the Council Bluffs Commercial Club, 
had told the Commissioners the disadvantage under which 
shippers from that city labor by reason of the advantage 
their competitors in Omaha possess, being able to ship 
on state rates to many points where formerly they were 
in competition on the same rates. 


R. B. Scott, for the railroads, said there are only 
two questions in the matter. The first is “Is there dis- 
crimination,” and the second, “How may it be removed?” 

“The Shreveport case is absolutely final as to this,” 
said he. “We have appealed from the state commission 
to the state Supreme Court, as provided by the law of 
Nebraska. But, so far as this case is concerned, it is 
of no material importance to this Commission who made 
the rate. The state-made rate is no more sacred than 
one voluntarily established by the carriers. If there is 
discrimination, it is within your power to remeve it.” 


“Would you, if we found discrimination to exist, be 
warranted in disregarding the state rate?’ asked Com- 
missioner Harlan. 


“I think you would have to not only find that there 
is discrimination but also that the interstate rates are 
reasonable,” answered Mr. Scott, who spoke approvingly 
of the analysis made by Mr. Childe to show the lumpiness 
or the Nebraska commission’s work, because its distance 
scale is not uniformly followed. Wherever the Prouty 
scale, prescribed by the federal Commission, cuts the 
Nebraska scale, the Prouty scale rates are observed as 
maxima, the result being that on long hauls to the west- 
ern part of the state, the Prouty scale rates are in effect 
at the junction points, but are graded back from the 
junction points, so that the long line does not get the 
benefit of the higher Prouty scale at Council Bluffs. He 
called attention to the fact that the average terminal 
allowance on the four L. C. L. classes is only 10.24 cents, 
which is less than the station cost alone, as figured by 
Powell, a state witness. Powell’s station cost, Mr. Scott 
said, is 10.92 cents. He said that the Nebraska scale is 
lower than the Prouty, the Missouri state scale, the 
Texas-Oklahoma, and the most recently promulgated 
Shreveport scale. All except the Missouri scale were 
made by the federal authorities. 

In summing up as to the sins of the Nebraska scale, 
Mr. Scott said it compels the long line to meet the com- 
petition of the short one and it causes, by reason of the 
observation of the Prouty scale as the maximum, a fourth 
class rate at some places less than the fifth class and 


(Continued on page 903) 








CTO Ft PhO bt et Oe 


a 


Cont Ss DO Pn rene 


sastemovwacnaudbs co 


Sn2gegMPmwosennnowssg 


Potograpif Copyright, Harris and Ewing, Waehiagton 


Decisions of Interstate Commerce Commission 


SOAP TO TEXAS POINTS 


1. AND S. NO. 612 (36 I. C. C., 215-218) 
Submitted June 15, 1915. Decided Oct. 4, 1915. 


Proposed increase in commodity rates on soap from Kansas 
City, Mo., St. Louis, Mo., and points east of the Mississippi 
River to Beaumont, Houston and Galveston, Tex., not justi- 
fied, since present discrimination against St. Louis from 
points beyond is increased thereby without the necessary 
fourth section relief. Denial of proposed increase is without 
prejudice to future action by the carriers. 


W. T. Hughes for all respondents; T. J. Norton, D. L. 
Meyers and J. B. Coffey for Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. 
Co. and Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Ry. Co; J. B 
Payne for Texas & Pacific Ry. 
& Great Northern R. R. Co.; R. D. Williams for Missouri, 
Kansas & Texas Ry. Co. and Missouri, Kansas & Texas Ry. 
Co. of Texas; W. F. Dickinson and J. C. Gutsch for Chicago, 
Rock Island & Pacific Ry. Co.; H. K. Crafts and W. W. Manker 
for Armour & Co.; C. R. Hillyer and C. O. Cornwell for Cudahy 
Packing Co.; R. D. Rynder for Swift & Co.; F. Van Slyck for 
Globe Soap Co.; W. H. McGuffey for Procter & Gamble Dis- 
tributing Co. 

DANIELS,- Commissioner: 

This proceeding involves the propriety of certain 
proposed increased rates on soap and soap powder in 
straight or mixed carloads, minimum weight 36,000 pounds, 
from St. Louis, Kansas City and points east of the Mis- 
sissippi River to the Houston-Galveston group in Texas. 
The schedules containing these proposed increases were 
filed to become effective March 21 and March 30, 1915, 
and April 21, 1915, but upon protests by certain soap 
manufacturers, including Peet Bros. Manufacturing Co. of 
Kansas City, Mo., and Swift & Co. and Armour & Co. 
of Chicago, Ill., their operation was suspended until July 
9, 1915, and resuspended until Jan. 19, 1916. 

Soap rates from the points of origin in question to 
eastern Texas are based on the rates from St. Louis, 
taking either a differential under or over, as the case 
may be, and are widely blanketed. The territory is di- 
vided into three groups—the Texas common points, com- 
prising that part of Texas east of a line drawn from 
Quanah on the north to Corpus Christi on the south; 
the Dallas-Fort Worth group, commonly called the “burnt 
district,” including that part of common-point territory 
adjacent to Dallas and Fort Worth, and from Kansas 
City taking a 5-cent differential under St. Louis, and the 
Houston-Galveston group, the rates to which are involved 
in this case. This is a much smaller blanket adjacent 
to Houston, Galveston and Beaumont, and extending east- 
ward as far as Orange, Tex.; thence south to Port Arthur. 

The general rate situation in this section of Texas 
was recently before the Commission in Peet Brothers 
Mfg. Co. vs. A., T. & S. F. Ry. Co., 36 I. C. C., 208 (The 
Traffic World, Oct. 23, 1915, p. 850). We there held that 
commodity rates on soap of 58 Gents per 100 pounds from 
St. Louis and Kansas City to Texas common points and 
53 cents from Kansas City to the Dallas-Fort Worth 
group were not shown to be unreasonable. Prior to the 
proposed effective dates of the schedules here under sus- 
pension there was a commodity rate of 52 cents from 
Kansas City and St. Louis to Houston and Galveston, 
and, together with the Peet:Bros. Mfg. Co. case, there 
was set for hearing Fourth Section Application No. 701, 
which sought authority to continue rates on soap and 
soap powder from Kansas City to Beaumont, Houston 
and Galveston, Tex., lower than the rates concurrently 
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applicable on like traffic to intermediate points. The 
respondents, however, offered no evidence at the hearing 
to justify this deviation from the rule of the fourth sec- 
tion. As the application involved matters at issue in 
other cases then pending, the Commission did not deny 
relief, but reserved its decision thereon. The carriers 
now propose to rectify the present violation, not by re- 
ducing the intermediate rates on soap, but by increasing 
the through rates to the level of those applicable to 
common-point territory. I. is this increased rate of 58 
cents from Kansas City and St. Louis which is under 
suspension in this case. 

Two factors originally were instrumental in deter- 
mining the 52-cent soap rate from St. Louis and Kansas 
City to Houston and Galveston: First, water competition 
from the Atlantic seaboard, and, second, and more par- 
ticularly, a low combination to and from New Orleans, 
compelled by water competition on the Mississippi River 
and the Gulf. In Western Classification soap is rated 
fifth class, but between New Orleans and Texas points 
through an exception to that classification soap takes class 
C rates. The soap rate from St. Louis to New Orleans 
was and is 25 cents. The class C rate from New Orleans 
to Galveston was 27 cents. Thus the combination on 
New Orleans required a through 52-cent rate. In 1909, 
however, following our decision in Railroad Commission 
of Texas vs. A., T. & S. F. Ry. Co., 20 I. C. C., 463 (The 
Traffic World, April 1, 1911,- p. 537), in which we justified 
the proposed increase in commodity rates from St. Louis 
to Texas common points, but denied the increase in class 
rates, the carriers put into effect a 37-cent commodity 
rate on soap from New Orleans to Galveston. This re- 
sulted in a material increase of the available soap com- 
bination on New Orleans, although the class C rate still 
remained 27 cents. 

On May 18, 1915, certain tariffs of the southwestern 
lines were suspended from May 20 until Sept. 17, 1915, 
and resuspended until March 17, 1916, Investigation and 
Suspension Docket No. 642, Proposed Increase in Class 
and Commodity Rates from New Orleans to Texas points, 
not yet decided. This suspension order originally in- 
cluded the commodity rate on soap from New Orleans 
to Galveston and Houston, but by order of the Commis- 
sion of July 8, 1915, the suspension order was vacated 
as regards soap rates, thus re-establishing item No. 
1998-C in supplement No. 20 to I. C. C. No. 1004, F. A. 
Leland, agent. At the present time, therefore, the com- 
modity rate on soap between those points is 37 cents 
per 100 pounds. Since the present soap rate from St. 
Louis and Kansas City to New Orleans is 25 cents, the 
proposed 58-cent rate does not violate that clause of ihe 
fourth section which provides that through rates shall 
nou. exceed the aggregate of the intermediate rates unless 
and until the present 37-cent- commodity rate on soap is 
found to be unreasonable. 

But the protestants allege that the rate under sus- 
pension is unreasonable per se and violates the fourth 
section in that it increases existing discrimination against 
intermediate points. To support their allegation of unrea- 
sonableness they introduced exhibits to show that the 
car-mile and ton-mile earnings even under the present 
52-cent rate are far in excess of the average earnings 
of nine southwestern lines on soap traffic, and that the 
application of intrastate rates for like distances would 
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require a rate of 33 cents. Moreover, it developed during 
the testimony that the same southwestern carriers who 
are now proposing to advance this soap rate have a rate 
from Buffalo, N. Y., to Galveston of 47.1 cents; that the 
local rate from Buffalo to the Mississippi River is 23.6 
cents, hence on this traffic all the southwestern lines 
receive is 23.5 cents. The respondents also publish a 
proportional rate of 24.6 cents from St. Louis to Gal- 
veston on all soap traffic originating at Philadelphia. 
The Philadelphia-Galveston rate is 64 cents, based on 
the Buffalo combination, namely, the 16.9-cent local from 
Philadelphia to Buffalo, and the 47.1-cent rate from Buf- 
falo to Galveston. On traffic moving under the Buffalo 
combination the eastern carriers’ division is 40.5 cents, 
while on soap traffic from Philadelphia to Mississippi 
River crossings direct the local rate is only 39.4 cenis. 
Hence by .publishing the proportional the southwestern 
earriers receive 1.1 cents more revenue per 100 pounds. 
The protestants argue that if such divisions of the rates 
return more than the actual out-of-pocket costs, a rate 
of 52 cents from St. Louis is apparently reasonable. 

But, aside from the argument on the merits directed 
against the reasonableness of the proposed 58-cent rate, 
there is a fatal objection to this proposed increase. As 
above stated, the present soap rate from Buffalo to Gal- 
veston is 47.1 cents. Houston takes a 5-cent higher 
differential over Galveston. A considerable portion of 
the traffic moving under these rates passes through St. 
Louis, one of the principal gateways for the Southwest. 
Yet the present rate from St. Louis to both Galveston 
and Houston is 52 cents. This results in a violation of 
the long-and-short-haul clause of the fourth section, but 
which is covered by an application now on file with the 
Commission. The existing discrimination, however, can- 
not further be increased unless and until the respondents 
apply for and receive the necessary relief from the Com- 
mission, in accordance with our orders of Oct. 14, 1910, 
and Jan. 26, 1911, concerning application for relief under 
the fourth section of the Act to regulate commerce. 
“We are of the opinion, therefore, and find, that the 
respondents are not justified in increasing the present 
rates on soap from St. Louis and Kansas City and points 
east of the Mississippi River as long as the present dis- 
crimination against St. Louis will be increaSed thereby 
and no application has been made to and granted by the 
Commission for the necessary fourth section relief. 

In view of the opinion expressed above, we refrain 
from passing upon the inherent reasonableness of the 
proposed increased rates. Our present finding, therefore, 
will be without prejudice to the subsequent filing of 
schedules similar to those herein suspended, provided 
the necessary steps are first taken to bring the matter 
properly before us for consideration. 

An order will be entered accordingly. 


LIVE STOCK RATES REASONABLE 


CASE NO. 7117 (36 I. C. C., 219-221) 
NEBRASKA STATE RAILWAY COMMISSION VS. CHI- 
CAGO, BURLINGTON & QUINCY RAILROAD CO. 


Submitted April 24, 1915. Decided Oct. 12, 1915. 

Rates on cattle, hogs and sheep from stations in Nebraska on 
the Holdrege-Cheyenne branch line of the Chicago, Bur- 
lington & Quincy R. R. Co. to St. Joseph, Mo., not shown 
to be unreasonable or unduly discriminatory. Complaint 
dismissed. 





H. T. Clarke, Jr., and O. E. Bozarth for complainant; R. B. 
Scott and K. F. Burgess for defendant; R. D. Sang:ter for Kan- 
sas City Live Stock Exchange, intervener; A. F. Stryker for 
South Omaha Live Stock Exchange, intervener. 

DANIELS, Commissioner: 

The complaint alleges that the rates on cattle, hogs 
and sheep in carloads from the stations Smithfield, Neb., 
to Venango, Neb., inclusive, on the Holdrege-Cheyenne 
branch line of the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad 
Co., hereinafter referred to as the Burlington, to St. 
Joseph. Mo., are “unreasonably high and unjustly dis- 
criminatory as compared with” the rates applicable to 
the same classes of live stock from the cross-country 
stations situated on the mainline and on the Culbertson- 
Imperial branch line of the same carrier. 

The Kansas City Live Stock Exchange intervened in 
the interest of preserving the present parity of rates as 
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between the St. Joseph and Kansas City markets for 
movements of live stock from the Nebraska territory 
here involved. The South Omaha Live Stock Exchange 
also intervened because of a similar interest in the pres- 
ent relationship of rates as between Omaha and the 
competing markets, St. Joseph and Kansas City. 

Holdrege, Neb., is on the main line of the Burlington 
between Omaha and Denver. From that point a branch 
line, the so-called “high line,” runs west to Cheyenne, 
while 88 miles west of Holdrege, on the main line, is 
the Culbertson-Imperial branch, running 49 miles in a 
general northwesterly direction to Imperial, Neb. These 
two lines, the Holdrege-Cheyenne line and the main line- 
Culbertson-Imperial branch, are about 20 to 40 miles 
apart. Twenty miles to the north of the Holdrege-Chey- 
enne branch is the main line of the Union Pacific, while 
to the south of the Burlington main line are its St. Francis 
and Oberlin branches, extending in a southwesterly di- 
rection. Still farther to the south is the Chicago, Rock 
Island & Pacific, hereinafter referred to as the Rock 
Island, and the Salina-Colby branch of the Union Pacific. 
All of these lines run in a general way east and west, 
and approximately parallel to each other. 

Although the rates on sheep are under attack, the 
argument was confined entirely to the rates on cattle 
and hogs, inasmuch as few sheep are shipped from the 
territory here in question. Moreover, the complainant 
made little effort to support the allegation that the rates 
on the Holdrege-Cheyenne line to St. Joseph are in- 
herently unreasonable. On this traffic the car-mile earn- 
ings on cattle vary from 12 cents to 13.9 cents, and on 
hogs from 12.8 cents to 14.1 cents, while, according io 
the defendant’s exhibit, the car-mile earnings of the 
Burlington main line from stations in Iowa to Chicago 
for similar distances vary on cattle from 13.75 cents to 
17.9 cents, and on hogs from 11.1 cents to 14.45 cents. 
The real issue, therefore. is that of unjust discrimination 
resulting from the spread in the rates between the cross- 
country stations referred to. 

To support this allegation the complainant by exhibit 
showed a material spread in rates between the Holdrege- 
Cheyenne line and the main line-Imperial branch. The 
following table gives the rates in cents per 100 pounds 
on cattle and hogs, with the distances to St. Joseph from 
stations on the Holdrege-Cheyenne branch line and the 
cross-country stations on the main line-Imperial branch: 





























Dis- Rate. 

tance, Cattle, Hogs, 

To St. Joseph from- miles. cents. cents. 
PT © 5 wae mabe be bebo cl eS Se oo 306 20.0 27.0 
SD i a ba sitsles Kid ras lale + eine «dane oo 302 16.5 22.0 
NDS oa vasa s Raha oa ohlens ep aie 4 3.5 5.0 
beeches ve Ole ewp hada dcceeeas 312 21.5 28.5 
I og ate aa eturnna ewe ri namie aera 309 17.0 22.5 
IN 355. 80 ct Nie e Vented save 3 4.5 6.0 
Tn PTET S 323 22.0 29.0 
IS os cic wciihas ota mie 6 chs 6: Rar ieee aie 323 18.0 3.5 
EEE ee a ae ee 0 4.0 5.5 
I cats oe pads oa bce tp baaie Oa ea ws oe 357 23.5 30.5 
BE, NE nba awa bc 6 FSR Mewee dees 342 19.0 25.0 
IE > aiid Gane cab telnnd ke a eee Ge eos 15 4.5 5.5 
ME A Ue hteahaa es sas teckceesauewe 410 26.5 34.5 
PEE. Ate di deer dsmia cs scebesweicesd 409 23.5 30.5 
DNR 6. cn nace smb etabaagee une. ia 1 3.0 0 





*The first-named stations are on the Holdrege-Cheyenne 
branch line. The others are cross-country stations and, ex- 
cept Imperial, are on the main line. 


It thus appears that from stations on the Holdrege- 
Cheyenne line the rates to St. Joseph are 3 to 4% cents 
higher on cattle and 4 to 6 cents higher on hogs than 
those applicable from cross-country main-line and Imperial 
branch-line stations for like distances. This exhibit, to- 
gether with evidence that the market for cattle and 
hogs at St. Joseph was 10 cents to 15 cents higher than 
that at Omaha, and that the present spread attracts a 
large amount of business to cattle dealers and merchants 
on the main line from points well over in the Holdrege- 
Cheyenne line territory, was the material evidence which 
complainant offered to support its case. 

The defendant admits the existing discrimination, but 
justifies the lower rates on the main line and the Imperial 
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branch on the ground that the circumstances are sub- 
stantially dissimilar to those existing on the Holdrege- 
Cheyenne line. The traffic density of the latter line is 
only 56,500 tons per mile, as against a density of 496,569 
tons per mile on the Burlington system in Nebraska, while 
the gross earnings per mile are $750 on the high line 
and $4,716 on the Burlington system in Nebraska. 

But more particularly the defendant justifies the 
spread in rates on account of the cross-country compe- 
tition with the Rock Island and Union Pacific on the 
south. The cattle and hog rates on both these lines are 
met by the Burlington on its Oberlin and St. Francis 
branches. These rates are then reflected north to the 
main line of the Burlington, Holdrege -to Denver. On 
the other hand, the Holdrege-Cheyenne line meets the 
competition of the Union Pacific main line on the north 
to St. Joseph. Moreover, the Holdrege-Cheyenne line 
rates on cattle and hogs to Omaha are the same as those 
given shippers on the main trunk line of the Union 
Pacific, although tonnage densities and per car-mile earn- 
ings are in no way comparable. The defendant argues 
that these circumstances justify the discrepancy in rates. 

The question presented for our determination re- 
solves itself into this, namely, whether a carrier oper- 
ating two parallel lines of road serving the same territory, 
one a main line and the other a branch, is justified in 
maintaining rates not shown to be unreasonable per se on 
the branch line while maintaining materially lower rates 
on the main line for like distances to meet the cross- 
country competition of an independent parallel! railroad. 
We are of the opinion that the carrier is so justified. 
See Planters’ Gin & Compress Co. vs. Y. & M. V. R. R. 
Co., 16 I. C. C., 131, 133 (The Traffic World, May 8, 1909, 
p. 641). 

We are of the opinion and find that the rates under 
attack have not been shown to be either unreasonable 
or unduly discriminatory. 

An order will accordingly be entered dismissing the 
complaint. 


RATES ON PIG IRON 


CASE NO. 5891 (36 I. C. C., 222-225) 
LOW MOOR IRON CO. ET AL. VS. CHESAPEAKE & 
OHIO RAILWAY CO. ET AL. 


Submitted June 16, 1915. Decided Oct. 12, 1915. 


Rates on pig iron prescribed from certain Virginia furnaces to 
points related to Baltimore, Philadelphia, New York and 
Boston. 





Frank Lyon for complainants; W. S. Bronson for Chesa- 
peake & Ohio Ry. Co.; Henry Wolf Bikle for Pennsylvania R. R. 
Co. and its affiliated lines; W. L. Kinter for Philadelphia & 
Reading Ry. Co.; C. D. Drayton and J. R. Ruffin for Norfoik 
& Western Ry. Co.; W. C. Coleman for Baltimore & Ohio 


R. R. Co 


DANIELS, Commissioner: 

In the original report in this case, 30 I. C. C., 615 
(The Traffic World, July 18, 1914, p. 105), the rates on 
pig iron from designated Virginia furnaces to Baltimore, 
Philadelphia and New York. and points taking the same 
rates, were held unreasonable per se, and the rates from 
these furnaces to Baltimore, Philadelphia, New York and 
Boston, and points taking the same rates, were held unjustly 
discriminatory. New rates were prescribed not to exceed 


$2.25 per gross ton to Baltimore, $2.75 to Philadelphia, - 


$3 to New York, and $3.25 to Boston. The defendant 
carriers put in effect the rates prescribed as maxima 
to the cities specified. The complainants filed a supple- 
mental petition alleging that the defendants had not re- 
duced the pig-iron rates to points customarily taking the 
same rates as the destination points specified in the 
report, and setting forth a great number of points to 
which the complainants contend reduced rates should 
be made, conformably with the reductions ordered by 
the Commission to the destinations specifically cited. In 
the original case the findings were based on comparative 
rates, distances and other relevant considerations ap- 
plicable to the Virginia furnaces and their competitors 
on movements generally north and east in the direction 
of the four principal points of destination, and in the 
supplemental hearing we find insufficient evidence on 
which to base a decision as to destinations north of the 
nain line of the Pennsylvania Railroad and west of the 
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Pennsylvania line running north from Harrisburg through 
Williamsport to Sodus Point. 

At the hearing upoh the supplemental petition the 
carriers, while not conceding the propriety of the rates 
prescribed, admitted that in conformity therewith certain 
reductions to related points were not inappropriate, 
though differing as to the amount of the reductions asked 
in numerous instances and protesting entirely against 
certain other reductions suggested. They insisted, how- 
ever, that they would not make further changes in the 
pig-iron rates without an order from the Commission 
for the alleged reason that in case of dispute between 
the participating carriers over divisions of the rates an 
order prescribing rates is necessary to give the Commis- 
sion jurisdiction over divisions thereof. 

Prior to the original finding of the Commission in 
this case the rate structure on pig iron from the Virginia 
furnaces, as well as from the furnaces of their com- 
petitors, to certain points was largely blanketed with 
or built on rates to Baltimore, Philadelphia, New York 
and Boston, plus or minus certain differentials. The re- 
duction in the rates to these four specified destinations 
properly implies reductions to related points in the same 
general territory. 

Carriers have urged in this proceeding that the basic 
rates established to the four principal destinations should 
be increased by 5 per cent, in keeping with increases 
sanctioned in the Five Per Cent case, 32 I. C. C., 325 
(The Traffic World; Dec. 26, 1914, p. 1152). But the 
original report and the orders in that case specifically 
excepted from the 5 per cent increases rates held by 
unexpired orders of this Commission. An additional rea- 
son for not conceding this claim of the carriers is found 
in the fact that the basic rates to the four principal 
destinations were adjusted with circumspection, and were 
rounded up so that, distance alone considered, they are 
higher than the rates to the four principal destinations 
from the furnaces competing with the Virginia furnaces. 
This adjustment was intentionally prescribed to allow for 
whatever force might lie in the contention that the rates 
in trunk line territory were based on percentages of the 
competitive Chicago-New York basis, which had not been 
extended to the Virginia furnaces. 

We are of opinion and find that the maximum rates 
from the Virginia furnaces to points hereinafter indicated 
will be just and reasonable only if constructed upon 
the bases hereinafter described. 

(a) From the Virginia furnaces pig iron in carloads 
to points in New England reached by the lines of the 
defendants which immediately prior to June 9, 1914, took 
the flat Boston rate shall take as a maximum the flat 
Boston rate prescribed in the original order. 

(b) From the Virginia furnaces pig iron in carloads 
to other points in New England reached by the lines of 
the defendants shall take as maxima rates built by adding 
to the Boston rate the arbitraries or differentials em- 
ployed immediately prior to June 9, 1914, to make the 
rates to such points. 

_ (ce) From the Virginia furnaces pig iron in carloads 
to points north of Harrisburg on the branch of the Penn- 
sylvania Railroad running through Williamsport to Sodus 
Point shall carry as maxima rates differentially adjusted 
to the Harrisburg rate which shall be instituted as the 
result of our order hereunder and the findings and pre- 
vious orders incorporated in it, so that the excess, if 
any, which existed immediately prior to June 9. 1914, 
in the rates to these points over the Harrisburg rate 
shall be the excess in the rate hereafter to such points. 

(d) From the Virginia furnaces pig iron in carloads 
to points on Long Island shall, where the haul is all rail, 
take a maximum rate bearing the same relation in cents 
per gross ton to the rate from the Virginia furnaces to 
New York that the rate from Pittsburgh to the same point 
or points on Long Island bears to the rate from Pitts- 
burgh to New York. 

(e) From the Virginia furnaces to other points ex- 
clusive of those covered in (a), (b), (c), (d), supra, and 
those excluded as lying north of the main line of the 
Pennsylvania Railroad and west of the line of the Penn- 
sylvania Railroad from Harrisburg through Williamsport 
to Sodus Point, and exclusive of those points, if any, not 
basing on Philadelphia, New York or Baltimore, maximum 
rates on pig iron in carloads shall be constructed such 
that, if identical with the rate to any one of the three 
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basing points immediately prior to June 9, 1914, the rate 
in future shall be identical with the rate to said basing 
point; and such that if made by a differential under or 
over the rate to one of said basing points immediately 
prior to June 9, 1914, the future rate shall similarly be 
made by an identical differential under or over the rate 
to said basing point. 

We are of opinion and find that the defendants, the 
Central Railroad Co. of New Jersey, the Lehigh. Valley 
Railroad Co. and the Erie Railroad Co., jointly with the 
initial lines, should apply from the Virginia furnaces to 
New York rates on pig iron not to exceed $3 per gross ton. 

Similarly as regards all defendants hereto in so far 
as they do or may participate in transporting pig iron 
from said Virginia furnaces to the four terminal points, 
or to related points, we find and determine that they 
shall establish as maximum rates to Boston, New York, 
Philadelphia and Baltimore the rates prescribed in the 
original report with rates to related points differentially 
adjusted in accordance with the findings above outlined. 

No claim for reparation was made at the time of 
the filing of the original complaint, but such a claim 
was subsequently presented along with the supplemental 
petition, to which were made defendant a number of 
carriers not parties to the original complaint. The re- 
adjustment of the pig-iron rates virtually extended to 
the Virginia furnaces the benefit, in considerable degree, 
of a scheme of. rates enjoyed by the Pittsburgh furnaces, 
which was constructed originally with respect to the 
general base rate from Chicago to New York; and this 
readjustment was primarily to remedy the undue dis- 
advantage under which the Virginia furnaces labored. We 
shall not award reparation upon this record. 

An order will issue conformable to the findings herein. 





ORDER. 


It is. ordered, That the above-named defendants be, 
and they are hereby, notified and required to cease and 
desist, on or before Dec. 1, 1915, and thereafter to abstain, 
from charging, demanding, collecting or receiving their 
present rates from the transportation of pig iron in car- 
loads from.the Virginia furnaces to points in New Eng- 
land reached by the lines of said defendants which im- 
mediately prior to June 9, 1914, took the flat Boston 
rates unless said points now take the flat Boston rates; 
that said defendants cease and desist, on or before said 
date, from charging their present rates upon pig iron in 
carloads from the Virginia furnaces to points in New 
England reached by their lines which immediately prior 
to June 9, 1914, took rates from the Virginia furnaces 
other than the flat Boston rates; that said defendants, 
on or before said date, cease and desist from charging 
their present rates upon pig iron in carloads from the 
Virginia furnaces to points north of Harrisburg, Pa., on 
the branch line of the Pennsylvania Railroad running 
through Williamsport, Pa., to Sodus Point, N. Y.; that 
said defendants, on or before said date, cease and desist 
from charging their present rates upon pig iron in car- 
loads from. the Virginia furnaces to points on Long 
Island, except as identical with present rates all rail to 
New York; that said defendants, on or before said date, 
cease and desist from charging their present rates upon 
pig iron in carloads from the Virginia furnaces to all 
other points not specifically recited above basing on said 
Philadelphia, New York or Baltimore, and that defend- 
ants, the Central Railroad Co. of New Jersey, the Lehigh 
Valley Railroad Co., and the Erie Railroad Co., cease and 
desist, on or before said date, from charging their present 
rates upon pig iron in carloads from tke Virginia fur- 
naces to New York, and to other points whose rates are 
based on those to said Philadelphia, Baltimore or New 
York. 

It is further ordered, That the above-named defend- 
ants be, and they are hereby, notified and required to 
establish, on or before Dec. 1, 1915, upon notice to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission and to the general pub- 
lic by not less than five days’ filing and posting in the 
manner prescribed in section 6 of the Act to regulate 
commerce, and thereafter to maintain and apply to the 
transportation of pig iron in carloads from the Virginia 
furnaces to points in New England reached by the lines 
of the defendants which immediately prior to June 9, 
1914, took the flat Boston rate, a rate which shall not 
exceed the rate which was prescribed to Boston in the 
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original order; that said defendants shall apply, on or 
before said date, as maxima from the Virginia furnaces 
to other points in New England reached by the lines of 
the defendants rates upon pig iron in carloads built by 
adding to the Boston rate the arbitraries or differentials 
employed immediately prior to June 9, 1914; that said 
defendants shall apply, on or before said date, as maxima 
upon pig iron in carloads from the Virginia furnaces to 
points north of Harrisburg, Pa., on the branch line of 
the Pennsylvania Railroad running through Williamsport, 
Pa., to Sodus Point, N. Y., rates differentially adjusted 
to the Harrisburg rate which will be instituted as the 
result of this order and the findings and previous orders 
incorporated in it, so that the excess, if any, which ex- 
isted immediately prior to June 9, 1914, in the rates to 
these points over the Harrisburg rate shall be the excess 
in the rate hereafter to such points over the Harrisburg 
rate; that said defendants shall apply, on or before said 
date, as maxima upon pig iron in carloads from the 
Virginia furnaces to points on Long Island, where the 
haul is all rail, rates which shall bear the same relation 
to the rate from the Virginia furnaces to New York as 
the rates from Pittsburgh to these same points on Long 
Island bear to the rate from Pittsburgh to New York; 
that said defendants shall apply, on or before said date, 
as maxima upon pig iron in carloads from the Virginia 
furnaces to all points other than those recited above 
which immediately prior to June 9, 1914, because of an 
existing relationship, took said Philadelphia, Baltimore 
or New York rates, rates identical with the rate to that 
one of the three basing points to which the rate to said 
point was related, and that the said defendants shall 
apply, on or before said date, as maxima upon pig 
iron in carloads from the Virginia furnaces to points 
to which immediately prior to June 9, 1914, the rates 
were made by differentials under or over the rates to 
one of the basing points, said Philadelphia, New York 
or Baltimore, rates which shall similarly be made by an 
identical differential under or over the rate to the cor- 
responding basing point. 

It is further ordered, That defendants the Central 
Railroad Co. of New Jersey, the Lehigh Valley Railroad 
Co. and the Erie Railroad Co., jointly with the initial 
lines, shall apply, on or before Dec. 1, 1915, as maxima 
from the Virginia furnaces to New York, N. Y., rates 
upon pig iron in carloads not to exceed $3 per gross ton. 

It is further ordered, That all said defendants, in 
so far as they do or may participate in transporting pig 
iron from the Virginia furnaces to the four terminal 
points or to related points, shall establish, on or before 
Dec. 1, 1915, as maximum rates to said Boston, New York, 
Philadelphia and Baltimore, the rates prescribed in the 
original report, with rates to related points differentially 
adjusted in accordance with the findings outlined in this 
supplemental report. 

And it is further ordered, That this order shall con- 
tinue in force for a period of not less than two years 
from the date when it shall take effect. 


COAL SWITCHING REPARATION 
CASES AT CHICAGO 


CASE NO. 4705* (36 I. C. C., 226-238) 
THOMAS W. GILMORE & CO. ET AL. VS. CHICAGO & 
NORTHWESTERN RAILWAY CO. ET AL. (ON RE- 
HEARING). ‘ 
Submitted Feb. 5, 1915. Decided Oct. 12, 1915. 

Upon presentation of the issue whether or not complainants 
have been damaged and are entitled to reparation because 
of the payment of charges on carload shipments of coal, 
Held: . 

1. Measure of Damage in Discrimination Cases Defined.—That 
complainants in Gilmore & Co. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. Co. and 
in Hinners Co. vs. N. & W. Ry. Co. have not proven that 
they were damaged by the payment of charges which were 
found to be unjustly discriminatory. In a discrimination 
case the measure of damage is not the difference between 
the two rates, but is a fact that must be proven with the 
same definiteness as would warrant a judgment in a court 
of law. 

2. Reparation Allowed on account of Unreasonable Rates, But 
Disallowed as to Discriminatory Rates.—That complainants 





*The proceeding also embraces complaints in No. 6526, 
George R. Hinners Co. vs. Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. et al.; 
No. 4875, George Lill & Co. et al. vs. Chicago, Milwaukee & St. 
Paul Ry. Co. et al. (on rehearing). 
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in Lill & Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. have been dam- - 


aged and are entitled to reparation to the extent of 10 cents 
per ton on certain shipments and 5 cents per ton on others 
because of charges which were found to be unreasonable. 
No damage proven on that part of the charges which was 
found to be unjustly discriminatory. 





M. F. Gallagher and E. B. Wilkinson for complainants; C. 
C. Wright, R. H. Widdicombe and J. F. Cleveland for Chicago 
& Northwestern Ry. Co.; O. W. Dynes and C. A. Lahey for 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Ry. Co.;: W. W. Collin, Jr., for 
New York Central lines; James Stillwell, A. P. Burgwin and 
Theodore Schmidt for Pennsylvania lines; G. H. Kummer for 
Chicago & Eastern Illinois R. R. Co. and its receivers. 
CLARK, Conimissioner: 

The question involved in these cases is whether or 
not complainants, who are located at points within the 
switching district of Chicago, Ill., have been damaged 
and are entitled to reparation because of the payment 
of charges on carload shipments of coal received by them 
from various destinations. The charges involved were 
found to be unreasonable and unjustly discriminatory in 
Lill & Co. vs. C., M. & St. P. Ry. Co., Unrep. A-258, and 
unjustly discriminatory in Gilmore & Co..vs. C. & N. W. 
et 25 I. C. C., 403 (The Traffic World, Jan. 11, 1913, 
D. : ’ 

Complainants in No. 4705, Gilmore & Co. vs. C. & 
N. W. Ry. Co., hereinafter referred to as the Gilmore 
case, are located at Rose Hill, Ill., a local station on the 
Milwaukee division of the Chicago & Northwestern Rail- 
way on the north side of the city of Chicago and within 
the city limits. Four of-the complainants are in the coal 
business at Rose Hill and the other two operate green- 
houses at that point or in its vicinity. 

Complainant in No. 6526, Hinners Co. vs. N. & W. 
Ry. Co., hereinafter referred to as the Hinners case, is 
a corporation engaged in the coal business at Rose Hill. 

Complainants in No. 4875, Lill & Co. vs. C., M. & 
St. P. Ry. Co., hereinafter referred to as the Lill case, 
are coal dealers located at Edgewater, Ill., a point on 
the Chicago and Evanston division of the Chicago, Mil- 
waukee & St. Paul Railway, within the corporate and 
switching limits of Chicago. 


No. 4705. 

In the Gilmore case complainants attacked as unrea- 
sonable and unjustly discriminatory a charge of 30 cents 
per net ton applicable on interstate shipments of both 
bituminous and anthracite coal from Chicago to Rose 
Hill. The line-haul carriers absorbed $4 per car on car- 
loads of bituminous coal weighing 80,000 pounds or less, 
and 10 cents per net ton additional on weight over 80,000 
pounds. Ravenswood, IIl., 1.41 miles south of Rose Hill and 
on the same division of the Chicago & Northwestern, is 
in the Chicago switching district, and a charge of 20 cents 
per net ton on both anthracite and bituminous coal was 
assessed from Chicago to that point. This charge on 
bituminous coal was absorbed by the line-haul carriers. 
The result was that complainants paid 20 cents per net 
ton in excess of the charges paid by their competitors 
at Ravenswood per carload of bituminous coal weighing 
80,000 pounds or more. This was the particular dis- 
crimination complained of. 

The rate situation on anthracite coal at these points 
was somewhat different. The line-haul carriers to Chicago 
provided for the absorption of charges to both Rose Hill 
and Ravenswood of $4 per car regardless of weight, so 
that on shipments of anthracite coal consignees at Rose 
Hill paid 10 cents per ton more than was paid by con- 
signees at Ravenswood. 

In our.report, entered Dec. 10, 1912, we found that 
this situation both as regards bituminous and anthracite 
coal subjected complainants to unjust discrimination and 
Rose Hill to undue prejudice and disadvantage in so far 
as the charges from Chicago to Rose Hill exceeded by 
more than 5 cents per net ton, minimum $2 per car, 
similar charges from Chicago to Ravenswood, and de- 
fendants were ordered to remove the discrimination. 

We also found that complainants had been damaged 
in the amount that the charges paid by them exceeded 
by more than 5 cents per net ton the rates contempo- 
raneously in effect :to Ravenswood, and that they were 
entitled to reparation. No order awarding reparation was 
entered, but the parties were directed to agree upon a 
statement showing the detailed information necessary 
for such an award. Due to the unsatisfactory nature 


) 


of the statements submitted and the decision of the 
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Supreme Court in Penna. R. R. Co. vs. International Coal 
Co., 230 U. S., 184, decided June 9, 1913, we reopened 
at case for further hearing on the question of repara- 
ion. .- 

In view of the decision in the International Coal Co. 
case, supra, which has been followed in decisions of the 
Commission, and the additional evidence introduced on 
rehearing, we will now consider the questions of whether 
or not complainants have been damaged and are entitled 
to reparation de novo and without regard to the findings 
in the original report on these questions. 

Complainants urge that they have been damaged and 
are entitled to receive as reparation an amount equal to 
the difference between the charges paid and the charges 
that would have been assessed on the basis of the find- 
ings in our original report because their profits have 
been diminished in that amount in order to enable them 
to meet the prices of their competitors who enjoyed 
lower rates. 

In the International Coal Co. case, supra, the zourt 
said: 

The statute gives the right of action for damages to the 
injured party, and by the use of these legal terms clearly indi- 
cated that the damages recoverable were those known to the 
law and intended as compensation for the injury sustained. It 
is elementary that in a suit at law both the fact and the 
amount of the damage must be proved. And although the plain- 
tiff insists that in all cases like this the fact and amount of 
the pecuniary loss is matter of law, yet this contention is not 
sustained by the language of the act, nor is it well founded in 
actual experience. : 

It becomes necessary, therefore; to review the evi- 
dence introduced by the claimants in order to determine 
whether or not any or all of them have been damaged 
and are entitled to reparation, and, if so, in what amount. 

The Lincoln Supply -Co., one of the original complain- 
ants, was engaged in the coal business, operating a yard 
at Rose Hill and another directly south of Ravenswood, 
until March 19, 1913, when it was dissolved. Through 
its president, George Reinberg, it presented its claims for 
reparation in the original case. - This witness now appears 
to have assumed the assets and liabilities of the Lincoln 
Supply. Co., but no record of such a transfer is intro- 
duced. George Reinberg was not a party to this pro- 
ceeding as originally filed, but is now seeking reparation 
on the claims filed by the Lincoln Supply Co., and on 
certain shipments made by himself as an individual to 
a greenhouse owned and operated by him at Rose Hill. 
Certain of the shipments received by George Reinberg 
individually were consigned to the Lincoln Supply Co., 
others were bought by the LincoJn Supply Co. and sold 
to Reinberg, he paying the company the cost price of 
the coal, and others were divided between the coal yard 
of the Lincoln Supply Co. and the greenhouse operated 
by Reinberg. It does not appear with any accuracy 
which of the shipments were received by the Lincoln 
Supply Co. as distinguished from those received by George 
Reinberg as an individual. This manner of confusing the 
shipments of these two claimants prevailed until the 
dissolution of the corporation. The shipments received 
by Reinberg since the dissolution of the company were 
likewise divided between his greenhouse and the coal 
yards formerly owned by the Lincoln Supply. Co., and 
no account was kept and no evidence presented to dis- 
tinguish the shipments. 

These claimants were in competition with coal deal- 
ers at Ravenswood, with dealers on the line of the Chi- 
cago, Milwaukee & St: Paul, with dealers located north 
of Rose Hill, on the line of the Chicago & Northwestern, 
and with the Consumers Co., alleged to be the largest 
coal company in Chicago. In selling coal the price fixed 
by the large dealers in Chicago had to be met at Rose 
Hill, regardless of the freight rate, and these claimants 
quoted the same price as did competitors in their vicinity 
and other dealers in Chicago. 

Thomas W. Gilmore & Co., one of the original com- 
plainants, operated a coal yard at Rose Hill, but has now 
been succeeded by the North Side Fuel & Supply Co. 
A witness for Thomas W. Gilmore & Co., in the original 
case, testified that the competitors of the Rose Hill coal 
dealers were located at Ravenswood and at Addison 
street, on the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul, and as 
far south as Belmont avenue on that same line.. The 
fact that yards at Ravenswood, Addison street and. Bel- 
mont avenue obtained coal on the basis of the Chicago 
rate affected the profits of the dealers at Rose Hill in 
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that the large dealers in Chicago fixed the price and the 
small dealers had to meet it or go out of business. The 
North Side Fuel & Supply Co., as successor of Thomas 
W. Gilmore & Co., claims that it is entitled to any rep- 
aration due the latter company. The only evidence, how- 
ever, offered to show such successorship in interest is 
an affidavit by the secretary of the North Side Fuel & 
Supply Co. stating that it purchased the assets of Thomas 
W. Gilmore & Co. The acceptance of this affidavit was 
objected to by defendants. This instrument also alleges 
that the North Side Fuel & Supply Co. received several 
carloads of coal consigned to Thomas W. Gilmore & Co. 
at Rose Hill and that it paid the freight charges on said 
cars. 

The Eldridge Coal Co., a corporation, operates a coal 
yard at Rose Hill in addition to other yards operated in 
different parts of Chicago. From the Rose Hill yard it 
serves a territory within a radius of some 3 miles in 
all directions and competes with dealers at a number 
of points that enjoy the Chicago basis of rates. These 
points are substantially the same as those just men- 
tioned with reference to the claims of the Lincoln Supply 
Co. and Thomas W. Gilmore & Co. The president of 
the Eldridge Coal Co. asserted that coal had an estab- 
lished market value, which price was uniform all over 
Chicago, without regard to whether or not the Chicago 
rate applied to points in the switching district, and that 
in selling coal at the same price as its competitors and 
paying 20 cents per ton higher freight his company’s 
profits were 20 cents per ton less. 

Frey Brothers are engaged in the coal and feed busi- 
ness at Rose Hill. It appears that they competed with 
dealers located at the same points as the other operators 
at Rose Hill referred to above. It is stated by their 
witness also that there is a regular retail market price 
for coal in the district supplied by them which was the 
same all over the city of Chicago; that that price was 
determined by a circular sent out each month by the 
largest coal company in Chicago, which price was so 
low that no one of the other dealers could sell at a lower 
figure, and, because of competitive conditions, it was im- 
possible to sell for more, and that the rate to Ravens- 
wood did not affect the selling price of the coal at Rose 
Hill. 

Peter Reinberg and J. A. Budlong, the other two 
claimants, operate greenhouses at Rose Hill. In the sale 
of flowers upon the Chicago market it is asserted that 
they have to meet the competition of all Chicago grow- 
ers, many of whom enjoy the flat Chicago rate on coal; 
that fuel is about 33% per cent of the cost of operating 
a greenhouse, and that claimants’ profits on their flowers 
were less than the profits of their competitors because 
they had to pay 20 cents per ton more for their coal. 
A witness for J. A. Budlong testified that the competition 
with florists at Ravenswood was not serious, as it was 
a very small point, and that the competition the operators 
at Rose Hill had to meet was not confined to any one 
place, but was general throughout Chicago. 

It appears, therefore, that these claimants sold their 
coal in the same general territory and were in competi- 
tion not only with dealers at Ravenswood, but with those 
at various other points in the Chicago switching district, 
some of whom were located on lines other than that 
of the Chicago & Northwestern. All the coal was sold 
at a uniform price which was fixed by the large dealers 
in Chicago. It also appears that there were coal dealers 
at points on the Chicago & Northwestern as far north as 
Rogers Park, to which point the charges were greater 
than those to Rose Hill, and complainants were in com- 
petition with dealers at those points. Complainants have 
not been able to point out any shipments which were 
sold directly in competition with dealers at Ravenswood. 
It is admitted that claimants could not have sold any 
more coal if their rate had been lower or if the rate to 
Ravenswood had been higher, because the price of the 
coal was the same with all dealers. 

Complainants’ position is summed up in the following 
quotation from their brief: 


Complainants were operating under precisely the same cir- 
cumstances as their competitors, with the exception that they 
were obliged to pay 20 cents a ton more on the coal received by 
them than their competitors were paying. Those complainants 
who were engaged in the retail coal business could not sel] their 
coal for more than the market price which prevailed in the 
district in which they sold coal. They could not haul the coal 
and sell it in another district because deliveries could not be 
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made outside of a zone of three miles and because the market 
price was the same all over Chicago. Their competitors selling 
their coal within this three-mile zone of delivery at a price 
which accorded them a fair profit, but, as stated by one of the 
complainants who operates coal yards at other sections of the 
city of Chicago, the profit in coal is small. These complainants 
in selling coal at Rose Hill, operating under the same condi- 
tions as their competitors, selling at the same prices as their 
competitors, but paying 20 cent: per ton more freight than their 
competitors pay, carried on their business at a profit of 20 
cents per ton less than their competitors. 

Defendants rely on the decision of the Supreme Court 
in the International Coal Co. case, supra, and assert there 
is no evidence in the record of a definite and positive 
character which shows the amount of damage suffered by 
complainants. ; 

In order to properly dispose of this case we do not 
deem it necessary to decide whether or not George Rein- 
berg; as the alleged successor in interest to the Lincoln 
Supply Co., or the North Side Fuel & Supply Co. as the 
alleged successor in interest to Thomas W. Gilmore & 
Co., are properly before us so as to be entitled to an 
award of reparation, if any be entered. Because of the 
similarity of the testimony as to damage, it necessarily 
follows that if the Eldridge Coal Co. and Frey Brothers, 
who were before us in the original proceeding with claims 
for reparation and who are still before us with the same 
claims, have not shown that they were actually damaged, 
the claims of the Lincoln Supply Co. and the North Side 
Fuel & Supply Co. would also fail. This is also true 
as to the claimants operating greenhouses, as their evi- 
dence of actual damage is more speculative than that 
of the coal dealers. ‘ 

Complainants assume that since they paid the freight 
charges that were found by us to be unjustly discrimi- 
natory they are thereby damaged in an amount equal to 
the difference between the charges paid and the charges 
which would have accrued at rates not in excess of 5 
cents per ton over Ravenswood. In discrimination cases, 
however, the measure of the damage contemplated by 
the act is the pecuniary loss inflicted upon the shipper 
or consignee as a result of the rates paid. The damage 
might be the same as the difference between the two 
rates. less than this amount, or greater, but it must be 
definitely proven in order to warrant an order of rep- 
aration. We cannot assume the fact that there has been 
damage nor estimate the amount thereof. Such conten- 
tions must be established by evidence and proof of such 
evidentiary value as would warrant a judgment in a 
court of law. In such cases the claimant must not only 
show that the discrimination alleged or found to exist 
has operated to his injury, but must also show that he 
has been damaged and the amount thereof. International 
Coal Co. vs. Penna. R. R. Co., supra; New Orleans Board 
of Trade vs. I. C. R. R. Co., 29 I. C. C., 32 (The Trafic 
World, Jan. 24, 1914, p. 162); Spiegle vs. S. R. Ry. Co., 
32 I. C. C., 689 (The Traffic World, Feb. 13, 1915, p. 305). 

Our finding in the original report was based upon 
the discrimination found to exist in favor of Ravenswood. 
If complainants were in competition with dealers at that 
point only, and because of this competitive condition 
were forced to meet their competitors’ price, thereby 
shrinking their profits, the situation would be different. 
The facts are that the rates to Ravenswood did not con- 
trol the price of complainants’ coal, and it is admitted 
that the dealers at Rose Hill could not have sold any 
greater quantity of coal if the rates to Ravenswood had 
been higher. As no segregation of complainants’ ship- 
ments has been made to show specifically that on certain 
ones there was damage because they had to shrink their 
profits in order to effect a sale in competition with deal- 
ers at Ravenswood, we are of the opinion that this case 
presents no basis for an award of reparation, and the 
prayer for reparation will be denied. 

No. 6526. 


The complaint in the Hinners case, filed Feb. 29, 
1913, asks reparation on certain shipments of coal re- 
ceived by this complainant at Rose Hill based on the 
decision of the Commission in the Gilmore case, suonra. 
Complainant was not a party to that case, but has re- 
ceived the benefit of the rates prescribed by us, and the 
only issue for decision now is whether or not it has 
been damaged and is therefore entitled to reparation be- 
cause of the shipments made under the rates condemnd 
in the Gilmore case. 

The only evidence tending to show damage is that 
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of the witness who testified as to the shipments received 
and that his company ultimately paid the freight charges, 
and certain extracts introduced from the testimony of 
witnesses in the Gilmore case. Complainant’s evidence 
and contentions are substantially the same as those made 
by the claimants in the Gilmore case. Since we do not 
find that complainants in that case were entitled to 
reparation, it necessarily follows that complainant in 
this case is not entitled to reparation. This complaint 
will be dismissed. 
No. 4875. 

Complainants in the Lill case are George Lill and 
William W. Lill, partners, trading under the firm name 
of George Lill & Co., engaged in the coal business at 
Edgewater, Ill., and the Chicago Coal Dealers’ Associa- 
tion. The complainants who seek reparation are George 
Lill & Co. and the following members of the Chicago 
Coal Dealers’ Association who have yards at or near 
Edgewater: Edgewater Coal Co., Jacob Best Coal Co., 
Ferguson Coal Co. and the A. E. Scheppers Coal Co. 

In a petition filed April 26, 1912, complainants at- 
tacked the charge of the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul 
Railway, hereinafter referred to as the Milwaukee, of 
30 cents per net ton applicable on interstate shipments 
of both anthracite and bituminous coal from Galewood, 
Iil., to Edgewater as unreasonable and unjustly discrimi- 
natory. Edgewater is on the Chicago and Evanston di- 
vision of the Milwaukee, about 11 miles from Galewood, 
a station in the northwestern part of the city of Chicago, 
where the Milwaukee receives coal from its connections. 
The shipments involved were principally of bituminous 
coal, and were made from various interstate destinations. 
The charges. assessed were the rates to Chicago plus the 
charges of the Milwaukee from Galewood to Edgewater, 
less certain absorptions hereinafter explained. 

For a considerable period prior to March 5, 1912, 
this charge from Galewood to Edgewater was 20 cents 
per ton on a minimum weight of 60,000 pounds. On that 
date, however, the Milwaukee increased this charge to 
30 cents per ton. Complainants attack both the increased 
rate and the old rate as unreasonable and unjustly dis- 
criminatory. To Edgewater certain of the line-haul car- 
riers absorbed only $4 per car of the charge of the Mil- 
waukee regardless of weight; others, however, in addi- 
tion to the $4 per car, absorbed 10 cents per ton on the 
excess weight over 80,000 pounds. Complainants were 
therefore assessed net charges from 16% cents to ap- 
proximately 2314 cents per ton higher than the flat Chi- 
cago rate. At Addison street, a station 2.5 miles south 
of Edgewater. on the same division of the Milwaukee, and 
to certain other points south thereof, the Chicago rate 
applied on coal:in carloads of 60,000 pounds or less when 
for industry delivery, the switching charges of the Mil- 
waukee being absorbed by the line-haul carriers. If the 
weight exceeded 60,000 pounds, a charge of 10 cents per 
ton applied on the excess. However, if the weight was 
over 80,000 pounds, certain of the line-haul carriers pro- 
vided for an additional absorption of 10 cents per ton 
on the excess over 80,000 pounds. On this basis the 
coal dealers at Addison street paid the flat Chicago rate 
on a 60,000-pound load, 24% cents per ton in excess of 
the Chicago rate on an 80,000-pound load, and 2 cents 
per ton in excess of the Chicago rate on a 100.000-pound 
load. Tariffs of certain of the line-haul carriers differed 
slightly from the above in the amount of their absorp- 
tions. The switching charges and the absorptions on 
anthracite coal were substantially the same as those on 
bituminous coal, and on a 60,000-pound load were exactly 
the same. 

Complainants asserted that the increase in the rate 
on March 5, 1912, from Galewood to Edgewater was un- 
justified and the particular discrimination complained of 
was that their competitors at Addison street were in 
effect enjoying the flat Chicago rate on coal, while they 
were assessed an additional charge of 30 cents per ion, 
less the absorptions just referred to. On a 30-ton load 
this net difference amounted to 16% cents per ton and 
on a 40-ton load to 20 cents per ton. 

We found that the Milwaukee had not justified the 
increase in its charge from 20 cents to 30 cents per ton, 
and that any rate to Edgewater in excess of 5 cents per 
ton over Addison street was unreasonable and unjustly 
discriminatory against complainants and subjected Edge- 
water to undue prejudice and disadvantage. We further 


THE TRAFFIC WORLD 


899 


found that complainants had been damaged to the extent 
that they had been required to pay freight charges at 
Edgewater in excess of 5 cents per ton above the charges 
contemporaneously applied on shipments to Addison 
street and were entitled to renaration. No order of 
reparation was entered, but the parties were directed to 
prepare and agree upon a statement showing the detailed 
information necessary for such an award. 


On Sept. 15, 1913, approximately 90 days after our 
decision in this case, and the date upon which our order 
was required to be made effective, the 30-cent charge to 
Edgewater was reduced to 25 cents over the Chicago 
rate, and this remained in effect until Feb. 20. 1914, when 
our order was complied with. The following statement 
introduced by complainants shows the amount in cents 
per ton that the dealers at Edgewater paid over the deal- 
ers at Addison street during the period that the 30-cent 
charge was in effect, and also during the time that the 
25-cent charge was applicable, based on a flat absorption 
of $4 per car to Edgewater and no additional absorptions 
on cars in excess of 60,000 pounds to Addison street: 


60-ton 
car, 
cents. 


30-ton 40-ton 50-ton 
car, car, car, 
cents. -cents. cents. 


On a 30-cent charge to Edgewater 
less $4 absorption: 
Over Addison street 5% 17% 18 
Over Chicago 16% 20 22 
On a 25-cent. charge to Edgewater 
less $4 absorption: 
Over Addison street 
Over Chicago 


183i, 
2345 


13 13%, 
17 18%, 


12% 
15 


We reopened this case for further hearing on the 
question of reparation® because of the unsatisfactory proof 
adduced on the question ‘of damage, and because of the 
decision of .the Supreme Court in the International ‘Coal 
Co. case, supra, decided subsequent to our decision in 
this case. Further hearing has been had, and we will 
now consider de novo whether_or not complainants have 
been damaged and are entitled to reparation, and, if so. 
in what amounts. 


It appears that complainants were in competition with 
coal dealers located at Addison street and at points on 
the Milwaukee south thereof, and also with dealers at 
Ravenswood, Rose Hill and other points, almost directly 
opposite. at a distance of approximately three-fourths of 
a mile, on the line of the Chicago & Northwestern Rail- 
way. In other words, complainants in this case and 
complainants in the Gilmore case were in competition in 
the same general territory and also had to meet the 
competition of dealers at points on both the Milwaukee 
and the Chicago & Northwestern who enjoyed the Chi- 
cago basis of rates. Complainants, as in the Gilmore 
case, because of competitive conditions, were unable to 
sell their coal at a higher price than that named by the 
dealers in Chicago. It is therefore urged that they were 
damaged in an amount equal to the difference between 
the rates paid and the rates prescribed by us because 
their profits were to this extent diminished. 


If the increase in the charge of the Milwaukee, which 
in our former report was found not to have been justi- 
fied, were not involved here, this case, so far as the ques- 
tion of damage is concerned, would be substantially 
analogous to the Gilmore case, as complainants have not 
been able to show that they were damaged in any specific 
amounts because of the discrimination found to exist. 
In other words, they have not been able to point out 
any shipments which were sold in direct competition 
with dealers at Addison street. the only point we found 
that defendants were favoring by unduly preferential 
rates. The act, however, imposed upon defendants the 
burden of justifying the increased rate. Newport Mining 
Co. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. Co., 33 I. C. C., 645 (The Trafiic 
World, May 22, 1915, p. 1108); People’s Fuel & Supply 
Co. vs. G. T. W. Ry. Co., 27 1..C. C., 24 (The Traffic 
World, May 24, 1913, p. 1120). We found that this had 
not been done. and, indeed, but little attempt was made 
to show that the 30-cent charge was reasonable for the 
service performed. 


Defendants now seek to have us consider our finding 
in the original report solely as one of discrimination. 
They urge that complainants’ evidence was directed only 
to show that the charge on coal to Edgewater was un- 
justly discriminatory, and that our report was confined 
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to this issue. The following quotation from their brief 
explains their position: 

It would be a tortured and strained interpretation of the 
Commission’s opinion and order, originally filed in this case, 
that would lead to the conclusion that that opinion held 
the through rates excessive in and of themselves. It, however, 
appears that complainants are now asking the Commission to 
give that opinion and order a meaning not eo A intended, 
and by making’ them subservient to partisan expediencies and 
necessities, make them read to-day as a condemnation of a rate 
fouud by the Commission to be excessive, whereas they were, 
when rendered, not a condemnation of an excessive rate, but 
the condemnation of what the Commission expressly found to 
be a discriminatory rate situation. 

Our finding was based on the issues raised, namely, 
that the increased charge had not been justified, and 
that the then existing charge was unjustly discriminatory. 
However, the finding as to just what part of the charge 
was unreasonable was somewhat interwoven with the 
finding of discrimination. 

Section 15 of the act in part provides: 


At any hearing involving a rate increased after Jan. 1, 1910, 
or of a rate sought to be increased after the passage of this 
act, the burden of proof to show that the increased rate is just 
and reasonable is upon the common carrier. 


This provision means that if the carrier fails to 
justify the increased rate the charges collected there- 
under are unjust and unreasonable. We are of the opin- 
ion, therefore, that the charges paid by complainants 
were unreasonable in so far as they exceeded the charge 
of 20 cents per net ton applicable on interstate ship- 
ments of coal from Galewood to Edgewater prior to 
March 5, 1912. In other words, from March 5, 1912, to 
Sept. 15, 1913, complainants paid charges on coal which 
were unreasonable to the extent “of 10 cents per ton. 
From Sept. 15, 1913, to Feb. 20, 1914, the charges paid were 
unreasonable to the extent of 5 cents per ton. 


We have uniformly held that the party who pays 
an unreasonable rate is damaged in an amount equal to 
the difference between the rate paid and the rate found 
reasonable by us. Nicola, Stone & Myers Co. vs. L. & 
N. R. R. Co., 14 I. C. C., 199-205 (The Traffic World, July 
11, 1908, p. 60); Mountain Ice Co. vs. D., L. & W. R. R. 
Co., 21 I. C. C., 45 (The Traffic World. June 3, 1911, p. 
996); In re Wool, Hides and Pelts, 25 I. C. C., 675 (The 
Traffic World, Jan. 25, 1913, p. 221). Complainants have 
actually paid the freight charges. We find, therefore, 
that complainants made the shipments described herein 
and paid and bore freight charges thereon herein found 
to have been unreasonable, and that they have been dam- 
aged to the extent of 10 cents per net ton on all ship- 
ments that moved from March 5, 1912, to Sept. 14, 1913, 
inclusive, and to the extent of 5’cents per net ton on all 
shipments that moved from Sept. 15, 1913, to Feb. 19, 
1914, inclusive, and that they are entitled to reparation 
in such amounts. 

As the statements before us have been made up on 
the basis that complainants are entitled to reparation in 
amounts equal to all charges in excess of 5 cents per 
ton above the rate to Addison street, no order awarding 
reparation will be entered at this time. Complainants and 
defendants will be expected to prepare and agree upon 
detailed statements showing the several amounts of rep- 
aration due in accordance with the findings made herein. 
When such statements have been received, properly certi- 
fied by defendants’ officers, we will again consider this 
matter with a view to entering an order of reparation. 

There is left for consideration whether or not com- 
plainants are entitled to reparation, in any amount, he- 
cause of the unjust discrimination found to exist. On 
a 60.000-pound load and an 80,000-pound load, while the 
30-cent charge was in effect, the charges exceeded the 
charges prescribed in the net amounts of 11% cents and 
15 cents per ton, respectively. We have just held that 
10 cents of this excess was unreasonable; the remainder, 
it was intended to point out in our former report, was 
unjustly discriminatory, and our finding should be modi- 
fied in this regard. Following our decision in the Gilmore 
case, herein, and for the reasons stated above,. we are 
of the opinion that complainants have not proven dam- 
age because of the discrimination found to exist, and 
are therefore not entitled to any reparation, except for 
the payment of the unreasonable charges. 

Defendants urge that the Jacob Best Coal Co. is 
located at North Edgewater, a point several blocks north 


Vol. XVI, No. i8 


of Edgewater station proper, and that it is not entitled 
to reparation, because our decision was confined to the 
charges to Edgewater. It appears, however, that the 
greater number of this complainant’s shipments were 
billed to Edgewater and received there. On all such 
shipments we are of opinion that this claimant is entitled 
to reparation on the basis stated above. On such ship- 
ments as were billed to North Edgewater we are of opin- 
ion that they are not properly before us, as the charges 
to that point have not been put in issue. 

Orders will be entered in conformity with the views 
herein expressed. 


COAL CHARGES REASONABLE 


—————. 


CASE NO. 6849 (36 I. C. C., 239-240) 
ATLAS COAL & COKE CO. VS. PENNSYLVANIA RAIL- 
ROAD CO. ET AL. 


Submitted June 28, 1915. Decided Oct. 5, 1915. 


Charges collected for the transportation of a carload of coal 
from Viola Colliery No. 1, Pa., to Calvert yard, Baltimore, 
Md., reconsigned to Canton Piers, Baltimore, Md., not found 
to have been unreasonable. Complaint dismissed. 


C. H. Spedden for complainant; W. C. Cupemer and F. D. 
McKenney for defendants, 


BY THE COMMISSION: 

Complainant is a corporation, with general offices at 
Baltimore, Md., engaged in the wholesale coal and coke 
business. By ‘complaint, filed April 21, 1914, it alleges 
that defendants assessed unreasonable charges for the 
transportation of a carload of bituminous coal from Viola 
Colliery No. 1, Pa., to Canton Piers, Baltimore, Md. Rep- 
aration is asked. 

The shipment was delivered to the initial carrier at 
Viola Colliery No. 1, Sept. 11, 1913, consigned to Calvert 
yard, Baltimore, for track delivery, and arrived at Calvert 
yard Sept. 15, 1913. Because of the inability of the con- 
signee to accept the shipment, complainant requested 
defendants, on the date of its arrival, to reconsign the 
ear to Canton Piers. The reconsignment was effected.’ 
Freight charges were assessed at the rate of $1.60 per 
gross ton, the rate from the point of origin to Calvert 
yard, plus a reconsignment charge of $2, but have not 
been paid. A rate of $1.35 per gross ton applied on 
the date of movement from Viola Colliery No. 1 to Canton 
Piers. Complainant contends that this rate should have 
been assessed, plus the charge imposed for reconsignment. 

The reconsignment ordered was effected in accord- 
ance with the following provision of defendant’s ae 


When the original deStination is not out of the direct seube 
of, the ultimate destination and the published rate of freight 
from the point of origin to the original destination is higher 
than the published rate of freight from the point of origin to 
the ultimate destination, reconsignment will be made at a 
charge of $2 per car in addition to the published tariff rate in 
effect from the point of origin to the original destination. 


Complainant admitted at the hearing that this pro- 
vision is reasonable as applied to shipments reconsigned 
from one track-delivery point to another, but contends 
that it is unreasonable when applied to a shipment re- 
consigned from a track-delivery point to tidewater. Com- 
plainant could have diverted the shipment en route and 
received the benefit of the $1.35 rate to ultimate destina- 
tion without additional charge, although the shipment 
would have moved differently through Baltimore. The 
movement from Calvert yard to Canton Piers involves a 
haul of about 8.5 miles through an extremely congested 
district. Five distinct movements are required, with a 
separate engine for each movement. 

In the essentially similar case of Great Western Sugar 
Co. vs. Y. & M. V. R. R. Co.,.34 I. C. C., 45 (The Traffic 
World, May 22, 1915, p. 1143), we approved the imposi- 
tion of a rate to final destination for a shipment of sugar, 
reconsigned en route under a tariff provision like the 
provision in controversy, higher than the rate that would 
have been applicable on.a direct shipment. No reason 
appears for any different conclusion in this case. 

We find upon the facts disclosed that the charges 
assailed and the reconsignment rule involved are not un- 
reasonable, and an order dismissing the complaint will 
be entered. 
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DEMURRAGE ON LUMBER 


—_———_— 


CASE NO. 6711 (36 I. C. C., 241-242) 
FOSTER LUMBER.CO. VS. GULF, COLORADO & SANTA 
FE RAILWAY CoO. ET AL. 

Submitted Nov. 17, 1914. Decided Oct. 5, 1915. 


Demurrage charges assessed on six carloads of lumber held at 
Fostoria, Tex., for proper billing instructions not found to 
have been collected improperly. Complaint dismissed. 


G. F. Morris for complainant; A. A. Hurd for Gulf, Colorado 
& Santa Fe Ry. Co.; C. S. Burg for Wichita Falls & North- 
—— Ry. Co. and Wichita Falls & Northwestern Ry. Co. of 
Texas. 


BY THE COMMISSION: 

Complainant is a corporation engaged in the lumber 
business, with its principal office at Kansas City, Mo. 
By complaint, filed March 9, 1914, it alleges that defend- 
ants unlawfully collected $36 demurrage charges on six 
carloads of lumber held at Fostoria, Tex. Reparation is 
asked. The claim was presented informally July 17, 1913. 

On or about June 14, June 15 and June 18, 1912, com- 
plainant delivered to the Gulf, Celorado & Santa Fe Rail- 
way, hereinafter called defendant, six ears of lumber 
billed to Laverne, Okla., final destination Knowles, Okla., 
for four cars, and Gate, Okla., for two, routed specifically 
“Santa Fe-W. F. & N. W.” Laverne was then the ter- 
minus of the Wichita Falls & Northwestern Railway. 
Knowles and Gate were just beyond on the line of the 
Wichita Falls Construction Co., which was constructing 
the line as far as Forgon, the third station beyond 
Laverne. The Wichita Falls & Northwestern operated 
only to Laverne, and there were no published rates to 
the points beyond. The Wichita Falls & Northwestern 
took over the extension to Forgon as soon as it was 
completed and opened it for traffic under lawfully pub- 
lished rates effective Aug. 24, 1912. Lumber, of course, 
was one of the principal materials used in the construc- 
tion of the extension described, and complainant had 
contracts for the sale of lumber to various yards located 
along the extension. The construction company agreed 
to handle this traffic at a certain charge. Complainant 
accordingly tendered the shipments involved with bills 
of lading showing proper routing instructions only to 
Laverne. Defendant’s agent declined to accept shipments 
under bills of lading designating Laverne as their des- 
tination. with Knowles and Gate as final destinations, 
and, pursuant to instructions received from the general 
office of his company, requested complainant to change 
the bills of lading to read Laverne, notify consignees at 
Knowles and Gate, which was done. The cars were for- 
warded June 24, 1912. 

Complainant contends that it was defendant’s duty 
to deliver the cars to its connection, for transportation 
to Laverne, the terminus of the delivering carrier shown 
under proper routing given, and that defendant had no 
right to hold the cars pending receipt of advices as to 
the disposition proposed by the delivering line shown 
or because of mere technical objections to the manner in 
which the final destinations proposed were specified. De- 
fendant replies that it lawfully declined to sign the bills of 
lading as offered and that the demurrage charges which 
accrued during the period which intervened between the 
tender of the shipments and their acceptance were prop- 
erly collected. Since a bill of lading is a contract, the 
execution of the bills of lading involved would have laid 
upon the carrier the duty to deliver complainant’s ship- 
ments at Knowles and Gate. Carriers are not obliged 
to deliver shipments at points on an unfinished line which 
has assumed none of the functions or obligations of a 
common carrier. Complainant admits the reasonableness 
of defendant’s insistence on the changes required in the 
bills of lading. 

Upon all the facts of record we find that the de- 
murrage charges assessed were not improperly collected, 
and an order dismissing the complaint will be entered. 


CLASSIFICATION OF CHAIRS 


1. AND S. NO. 609 (36 I. C. C., 243-246) 
Submitted June 22, 1915. Decided Oct. 5, 1915. 


Proposed increased rating on common chairs in carloads in 
Western Classification territory, from fourth class, minimum 
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12,000 pounds, to third class, minimum 10,000 pounds, found 
not justified. 





R. C. Fyfe for respondents; R. D. Sangster, E. J. McVann, 
C. S. Bather and Thomas Watters for protestants. 


BY THE COMMISSION: 

Supplement No. 1 to Western Classification No. 53, 
I. C. C. No. 11, filed to take effect March 22, 1915, proposed 
to increase the carload rating on common chairs from 
fourth class, minimum weight 12,000 .pounds, subject to 
rule 6-B, to third class, minimum weight 10,000 pounds, 
subject to rule 6-B. Upon protest filed by furniture deal- 
ers throughout Western Classification territory the tariff 
was suspended until Jan. 20, 1916. 

The present tariff item on common chairs named 
under the heading of new or second-hand furniture for- 
warded for sale or speculation embraces the following 
articles: ; : 

Chairs, common, including common rocking chairs (complete 
chairs, cane, leather or wood seat, not upholstered; but ex- 
clusive of chair frames, upholstered chairs and grass, rat- 
tan, reed or willow chairs), wooden stools, common, metal 
chairs and settees, in packages or loose, straight or mixed 
carload, minimum’ weight 12,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
6B), fourth class. 

The present minimum weights under rule 6-B are: 
12,000 pounds for cars 36 feet long, 13,440 pounds for 
cars 40 feet long, 17,040 pounds for cars 50 feet long. 
The proposed minima would be 10,000 pounds for 36-foot 
=_ 11,200 pounds for 40-foot cars, 14,200 pounds for 

cars. 


The proposed rating is the result of a compromise 
agreement between the National Association of Chair 
Manufacturers and the Western Classification Committee. 
The carriers in Western Classification territory repre- 
sented to their committee that the fourth class rating, 
minimum weight 12,000 pounds for 36-foot cars, was un- 
reasonably low. Hearings were held by the classification 
committee at which the carriers proposed a second class 
rating, minimum 10,000 pounds. The association ap- 
proved the rating in issue, third class. 

More than 80 per cent of the members of the Na- 
tional Association of Chair Manufacturers are located out- 
side of Western Classification territory. From a com- 
petitive standpoint the third class rating proposed, when 
applied on chairs in straight carloads, apparently would 
prejudice Wisconsin shippers who ship straight carloads 
of chairs and would aid Chicago shippers and shippers 
east of the Illinois-Indiana state line who frequently for- 
ward their chairs to Western Classification territory in 
mixed carloads of furniture. All articles listed in the 
Western Classification under the common heading, fur- 
niture, including chairs, are included among the articles 
capable of mixture at commodity rates on furniture from 
other territories. - From Chicago to the Missouri River 
the commodity rate on mixed carloads of furniture equals 
the fourth class rate of 32 cents. To- points beyond in 
Western Trunk Line territory the rates are on a basis 
something lower than third class. The third class rate 
proposed on chairs, straight carloads, to Missouri River 
points from the Sheboygan, Wis., district, which is in 
Chicago territory, is 45 cents per 100 pounds, 13 cents 
higher than the commodity rate on mixed furniture from 
Chicago to the same points: Rates from Official Classifi- 
cation territory to points in Western Classification ter- 
ritory make by combination on the Mississippi River. 
The proportional rates from the Mississippi River to 
Missouri River points are: Fourth class, 24 cents; third 
class, 32 cents, applicable to traffic originating east of 
the Illinois-Indiana state line. Proportional rates also 
apply to points beyond the Missouri River. The pro- 
posed rating on straight carloads of chairs will increase 
the rate to Missouri River points 8 cents per 100 pounds 
without any increase in the rates on chairs in mixed 
carloads of furniture. The proposed increase from Chi- 
cago territory is 13 cents per 100 pounds. Since the 
proposed rating would substantially aid a majority of 
the present members of the National Association of Chair 
Manufacturers. protestants contend they are not bound 
by an alleged compromise agreement that operates to 
their disadvantage. 

The proposed rating is compared with rates and 
minima on other articles under the furniture list in the 
Western Classification and with various light and bulky 
commodities subject to graduated minima. Articles in 
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the classification carrying a minimum weight of 10,000 
pounds frequently are rated first, second or third class. 
Respondents cite numerous articles rated third class with 
minimum weights ranging from 12,000 pounds to 20,000 
pounds. Bedsteads, school desks, tables, k. d., and similar 
commodities are rated fourth class, but with a minimum 
weight of 24,000 pounds. No substantial evidence is 
offered to show the value of the commodities cited in 
comparison. The purpose of the comparisons apparently 
is to show the relationship of the minimum and rating 
assailed to the ratings and minima applicable to other 
commodities, without regard to the circumstances and 
conditions surrounding their transportation. Many of the 
articles cited in comparison load heavier than chairs, 
while many others load lighter than chairs. 

Comparisons are offered with ratings in the Official 
Classification which show that where the minimum 
weight on chairs is 10,000 pounds a second class rating 
applies. Where the minimum weight is 12,000 pounds, 
rule 25, or 15 per cent less than second class, is specified, 
with a few exceptions for ‘rocking chairs. . No evidence 
is offered by respondents of the comparative values of 
chairs manufactured in Official Classification territory. 
Such chairs apparently are more valuable than the chairs 
manufactured in Western Classification territory and are 
shipped in a different manner. 

The present fourth class rating has been in effect, 
with the exception of one period of six months, since 
1887. In 1900 the minimum was 16,000 pounds, but was 
reduced subsequently to 12,000 pounds. The proposed 
third class rating was adopted with due consideration 
for the more valuable chairs shipped as common chairs 
as well as for inferior chairs. Respondents contend that 
a rating higher than third class would be reasonable, par- 
ticularly because of the value of the superior chairs. ‘The 
chairs manufactured in different sections of Western 
Classification vary greatly in value. Ordinarily the value 
ranges from $600 to $1,700 per car. 

The earnings at the present minimum weight of 12,- 
000 pounds on shipments in 36-foot cars, from Chicago to 
Kansas City, Mo., Des Moines, Ia., Denver, Colo., and St. 
Paul, Minn., average about 8 cents per car-mile. Under 
the suspended rating the earnings would average some- 
thing over 10 cents. The earnings on the larger cars 
regularly used for these shipments necessarily would be 
greater. 

The proposed rating would increase the rates by from 
20 per cent to 60 per cent. The rate from Sheboygan 
to Minneapolis, Minn., for example, would be increased 
from 25 cents to 40 cents per 100 pounds; the rate to 
Missouri River points from 32 cents to 45 cents; the 
rate to Chicago, Ill., from 18% cents to 26% cents; the 
rate to St. Louis, Mo., from 26 cents to 42 cents; the 
rate to Pacific coast points from $2.07 to $2.45. 

Respondents offer loading records for 1909, which 
certain chair manufacturers submitted to the Committee 
on Uniform Classification for use in compiling a uniform 
classification, to show that the present minimum exceeds 
the loading capacity and should be reduced. Respondents 
contend that if the minimum is to be reduced the rating 
should be increased. These records show that chairs, s. u., 
load on an average 7,110 pounds per 36-foot car; 11,414 
pounds per 50-foot car. Mixed shipments of chairs, s. u., 
and chairs, k. d., appear to load on an average 7,256 
pounds per 36-foot car; 12,906 pounds per 50-foot car. 
Chairs, k. d., are shown to load 15,750 pounds per 40-foot 
car. The record is not clear as to the exact origin of 
this information. Neither is it clear who made the ship- 
ments, nor into what territory the shipments were made. 
If based on shipments in Official Classification territory, 
where chairs, s. u., frequently are shipped in 36-foot 
cars, the information may not be representative of ship- 
ments in Western Classification territory, where chairs, 
k. d., are moved in larger cars. Protestants assert that 
their average loading is much higher than the averages 
submitted by respondents, and contend that the figures 
submitted by respondents are of no value in any case, 
because secured several years ago from records of ship- 
ments evidently made in other territories and based on 
loadings during the few months, not shown to be repre- 
sentative of the present loadings for an entire year in 
Western Classification territory. Respondents offer no 
evidence of the average loading for straight carloads of 
chairs from Wisconsin, which constitute the principal 
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movement to Western Classification territory. During 
1914 only 5 per cent of the shipments from Wisconsin 
were made in 36-foot cars. More than 90 per cent of 
the chairs from Wisconsin move in cars 40 feet long or 
over. The average loading is within 1,254 pounds of the 
present minimum, based on 12,000 pounds for 36-foot cars. 
On shipments to the Pacific coast the cars are loaded 
in excess of the prescribed minimum. Undoubtedly ship- 
ments of chairs vary greatly in weight. Some shipments 
of only 6,000 pounds are shown, although the record does 
not show that the cars used were loaded to capacity. 
Some 36-foot cars are loaded in excess of 10,000 pounds. 
The proposed minimum weight includes chairs, s. u., and 
chairs, k. d. 

We cannot find upon this record that the average 
loading on chairs, k. d., does not reasonably comport with 
the present minimum. 

We also are unable to view with favor the probable 
result of the proposed rating upon shippers of straight 
earloads of chairs in Western Classification territory in 
competition with shippers from Official Classification ter- 
ritory who regularly forward chairs to Western Classifi- 
cation territory in mixed carloads of furniture at com- 
modity rates lower than the rates protested. Upon all 
of the facts of record we find that respondents have not. 
justified the proposed increased rating involved, and an 
order will be entered requiring its cancellation. 


FERTILIZER AND FERTILIZER MA- 
TERIALS FROM NEW ORLEANS 


1. AND S. NO. 570 (36 I. C. C., 247-249) 


Submitted April 23, 1915. Decided July 31, 1915. 


Proposed increased rates on domestic fertilizer and fertilizer 
materials from New Orleans and other Louisiana points 
found to have been justified. Orders of suspension vacated. 





F. G. Wright for Missouri D neerag Ry. Co. and St. Louis, Iron 
Mountain & Southern Ry.« Co.; . Humburg for Illinois 
Central R. R. Co. and Yazoo . Miss <issippi Valley R. R. Co.; J. 
D. Youman for New Orleans & Northeastern R. R. Co.; E. D. 
Mohr for Louisville & Nashville R. R. Co.; J. L. Malone for 
Aetna Powder Co. 


HARLAN, Commissioner: 

In the tariffs under suspension here it is proposed by 
the respondents to increase the domestic rates on fer- 
tilizer and fertilizer materials as specified in the Southern 
Classification from New Orleans and other Louisiana 
points to the Ohio River crossings and points beyond. 


The order of suspension was entered upon the pro- 
test of the Aetna Powder Co., which has plants at Aetna 
and Fayville, in the state of Illinois, where it is engaged 
in the manufacture of powder and explosives. In this 
enterprise nitrate of soda, a fertilizer material rated 
sixth class in the Southern and Official classifications, 
is used. This commodity, however, is not a domestic 
product, the source of supply for the United States being 
South America, and, according to the testimony of the 
protestant, over 2,000,000 pounds were purchased from 
that source f. o. b. New Orleans and there cleared for 
the Fayville plant during the year 1914. A similar or 
greater quantity is contracted for this year. During 1914 
and prior thereto there was and there is at present a 
specific import rate of $3.40 per net ton in force from 
New Orleans to Fayville on nitrate of soda imported 
from South America. The _ protestant, nevertheless, 
shipped this commodity from New Orleans to Fayville 
as if it were domestic commerce under the classification 
of fertilizer material at the domestic rate of $2.65 per 
net ton. This apparent rate manipulation, which appears 
to have been acquiesced in by at least one of the re- 
spondents may require attention in a separate proceed- 
ing; but, however that may be, the testimony of record 
makes it quite clear that the interest of the single pro- 
testant in the proposed advance in the domestic rates 
on fertilizer and fertilizer materials is not sustained by 
any showing that the rates challenged would be lawfully 
applicable to commodities handled or shipped by it in 
domestic commerce. We may therefore pass to a con- 
sideration of the advances as if they were not protested. 

The present and proposed domestic rates in dollars 
per ton of 2,000 pounds, from New Orleans and other 
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Louisiana points to St. Louis and other typical points are 
as follows: 


To— 
Thebes-Fayville 
St. Louis, Louisville 
Cairo 
Cincinnati 
Chicago 
Milwaukee, Dubuque 


The respondents seek to justify the proposed ad- 
vances upon the grounds: (a) That the present rates 
are abnormally low and were established years ago when 
the rail lines were in active competition with the boat 
lines on the Mississippi River; (b) that there is not now, 
nor has there been for several years past, any movement 
of domestic fertilizer or fertilizer materials under the 
rates which they here seek to advance; (c) that the 
present low domestic rates tend to depress the import 
rates below normal; (d) that if the import rates are 
maintained upon a higher basis, and some of them are, 
manipulation at the ports for the purpose of obtaining 
transportation at the lower domestic rates will doubtless 
follow. 


The averments of the respondents are undisputed 
upon the record, which shows that some time prior to 
1890 a rate of $3.05 per ton was established southbound 
from St. Louis to New Orleans to meet river competi- 
tion. In 1893 the same rate was made to apply north- 
bound, this action being taken, so far as the Louisville 
& Nashville Railroad was concerned, to foster the business 
of a fertilizer concern in New Orleans that was securing 
some of its raw materials from local stations on the lines 
of the Louisville & Nashville in Tennessee. The rate of 
$2.65 to Thebes-Fayville was established in September, 
1899. There is, however, at the present time absolutely 
no movement of fertilizer or fertilizer materials in do- 
mestic commerce from Gulf ports to points as far north 
as Thebes-Fayville and St. Louis. This doubtless ex- 
plains the fact that no shippers other than the Aetna 
Powder Co. have intervened here in protest against the 
higher rates to the more northern points proposed in 
the tariffs under suspension. 

It has heretofore been shown that there is in force 
an import rate of $3.40 per net ton from New Orleans 
to Ohio River crossings ahd points north thereof cn 
nitrate of .soda, which originates in South America, this 
product being a fertilizer material. The rate. it will be 
observed, is higher than the domestic rate on fertilizer 
materials by 35 cents per net ton. There is also in 
effect between the same points an import rate of $3.05 
per net ton on fertilizer materials originating in Europe, 
Asia, Africa, Australia, New Zealand and the Philippine 
Islands. This rate the respondents sought to increase 
to the level of the domestic rates here proposed. These 
increases were considered by the Commission in 1915 
Western Rate Advance case, 35 I. C. C., 497, 622 (The 
Traffic World, Aug. 14, 1915, p. 320), and were found to 
be justified. There is no showing of record as to why 
a domestic rate ought to be lower than an import rate, 
the reverse being usually true, and there is merit in the 
contention of the respondents that manipulation would 
likely result in such a circumstance. 


The rate of $4 per ton to St. Louis, on the short-line 
mileage of 698 miles from New Orleans, would yield 
earnings of 5.7 mills per ton-mile; the revenue per ion- 
mile on other recognized short lines would be—to Cairo, 
6.3 mills: to Louisville and Cincinnati, 5.3 mills; to Chi- 
cago and Milwaukee, 5.1 mills, and to Dubuque, 5 mills. 
In numerous exhibits introduced in evidence by the re- 
spondents it is shown that the proposed rates are fairly 
comparable with other rates for similar transportation, 
and also that they are in line with the long-established 
relation existing between rates from the Gulf ports and 
from the Atlantic seaboard to the same points of destina- 
tion. This relation, which is well known, need not be 
discussed in detail. 


Upon all the facts adduced of record by the parties 
in interest we find and conclude that the respondents 
have justified the proposed increased local rates on do- 
mestic fertilizer and fertilizer materials from New Orleans 
and other Louisiana points to the destinations in question. 
An appropriate order will therefore be entered vacating 
the orders of suspension herein. 
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NEBRASKA-SHREVEPORT CASE 


(Continued from page 892) 
finally a diminution of revenue, estimated at between 
$1,200,000 and $1,400,000. 

The solution was a finding that there is undue discrim- 
ination and that the Prouty scale is reasonable. His idea 
was that if the Commission finds discrimination to exist, it 
issue an alternative order, placing the burden of remov- 
ing the discrimination upon the carriers. 

“The Nebraska commission is here for only one pur- 
pose,” said Edward P. Smith, special counsel for the state 
authorities, “and one purpose only—to defend the integ- 
rity of General Order No. 19. It doesn’t care what rates 
Kansas City, Council Bluffs, Sioux City and other markets 
get to points in Nebraska. It is interested only in seeing 
to it that Nebraska cities get reasonable rates on traffic 
wholly within the state. That field the Nebraska com- 
mission occupies fully. 

“T lay down this proposition: A rate that is reason- 
able and fairly remunerative cannot cause an undue bur- 
den to interstate commerce. Before you can authorize 
the railroads to wipe out General Order No. 19, you must 
find that the Nebraska rates are not compensatory. 

“Exercise of a legal right in a legal manner never 
gives anybody cause to complain.” Then Mr. Smith, who 
made verbal speed as great as any ever attained before 
the Commission, went on to say that if the Nebraska 
commission found that a rate of 85 cents from Omaha 
to York, Neb., is reasonable it cannot be set aside except 
by showing that it is not compensatory and therefore in 
violation of not only the federal but also of the state con- 
stitution. 

“Circumstances and conditions of transportation from 
Council Bluffs to York being the same as from Omaha to 
York, wouldn’t a finding by us that a rate of $1 is fair 
strike down the 85-cent rate?” asked Mr. Harlan, and Mr. 
Smith admitted that it would. 

In that respect he agreed with Mr. Scott’s proposition 
that a finding by the federal body that there is dis- 
crimination is not sufficient warrant for the railroads to 
disregard the Nebraska rate. 

Mr. Smith, in telling the history of the move culminat- 
ing in the present scale, said that it is not unlike the 
Aldrich commodity bill by which the legislature prescribed 
certain commodity rates. That matter was litigated in 
the courts, upon initiation by the attorney-general. The 
litigation was dropped, he asserted, because the railroads 
could not show confiscation, or even a low compensation. 

“They took the Rock Island as the most poverty- 
stricken road in the territory, unless it be the poor Mis- 
souri Pacific, and tried to show that the Aldrich commod- 
ity rates would not be compensatory,” said Mr. Smith. 
“They dismissed the case when it was shown that on 
Nebraska business the Rock Island was earning 11.29 per 
cent.” 

E. J. McVann, for Omaha, after saying that Omaha is 
not hostile to the contention of Sioux City and Council 
Bluffs, that they should have the same rates as Umaha, 
gave his attention to the claim of the cities on the lower 
Missouri, which are asking for a return to the old 
adjustment. 

“We are hostile toward that adjustment,” said he. “St. 
Joseph, Kansas City and Atchison have had advantages 
over Omaha. Their advantages have been undue because, 
in the adjustment of rates, Omaha’s geographical position 
has been ignored.” 

His way of showing that was to refer to a map of south 
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eastern Nebraska, northeastern Kansas and northwestern 
Missouri, and on the assumption that there is no difference 
in transportation conditions, to show that the points on the 
lower Missouri have had an undue advantage over Omaha. 

“Understand me,” said he, “I am using this map only 
to show distances where there is no proof to show there 
are any differences in operating conditions. It is only then 
that distance becomes a factor of weight. The map is 
made without reference to density of traffic or any other 
elements or factors to be considered in the making of 
rates. 

“Defendants have asserted that no complaint has been 
made by Omaha to the old adjustment. As a witness, the 
exigencies of these cases often requiring the attorney to 
become a witness, I say Omaha has always complained 
concerning the lower river adjustment. 

“As to the assertions of shippers from the lower river 
points, I think the experience of this Commission is that 
a shipper often asserts that if a certain change is made in 
rates, he will be put out of business. I do not question 
the ‘sincerity of any of these witnessés. They allow their 
fears to run away with their judgment. But on cross- 
examination I developed that many of them are jobbing 
to within a few miles of Omaha under handicaps much 
greater than they will suffer to the points in the territory 
equidistant from them and from Omaha. Their contention 
that the Nebraska commission should have considered the 
in and out rates is impracticable. Carriers that bring com- 
modities to the lower river cities do not participate in 
traffic to destinations in question. It is only when a pro- 
portional rate is under consideration that in and out rates 
must be taken together, because they are parts of a 
through rate. It is in a case of that kind that the Com- 
mission said the in and out rates must be considered 
together.” 

W. S. Whitten, for the Lincoln interests, said the posi- 
tion of that city is entirely different from that of the other 
parties in the case. Its intervention was forced by the 
complaint of Sioux City, which, in effect, asks, as he said, 
a change in the relation of rates which the carriers created 
at the very beginning of jobbing rates to and from points in 
the state. Lincoln is for a maintenance of the rela- 
tionships. 

Henry T. Clarke, Jr., chairman of the Nebraska com- 
mission, detailed the history of the movement which cul- 
minated in General Order No. 19, to show that what 
Nebraska has produced is not a mere shot in the dark, a 
guess as to what will happen, but the result of years of 
study and investigation, more exhaustive in some respects 
than any the federal body has ever undertaken; for in- 
stance, the checking of waybills, the result of which is 
shown in sixty-one large volumes, each about the size of 
a large baking pan. Mr. Clarke had one with him to 
show the Commissioners. 


“And here is the corpus delicti,” said Mr. Clarke, hold- 
ing up the more or less celebrated No. 19. 


“It is the result of six years of hard study. We want 
to harmonize what we do with what this Commission 
does. Just before the effective date of the Prouty scale 
we had a conference with Commissioner Prouty, but we 
could not agree. Yet I want to read a letter from Mr. 
Prouty. 

But Mr. Clarke did not get to read that letter. 
Messrs. Wright, Scott and Scandrett looked at it when 
Chairman McChord told Mr. Clarke to submit it to them. 
The fact was brought out that the letter is in the files, 
yet Mr. Clarke could not refer to it, because it related 
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to a conference at which the railroads were not repre- 
sented. 


Mr. Clarke said that when the Nebraska commission 
set out to perform the work for which it was created, that 
is, to give Nebraska just and fair rates on state business, 
it had before it the work of the state commissions of 
Iowa, Missouri, Illinois, Wisconsin and Minnesota. It 
did not like the inflexible Iowa distance scheme, which, 
according to the report of the Iowa commission itseif 
makes it impossible for that body to make rates that 
will encourage manufacturing. It decided to follow the 
scheme of the railroads themselves and, to make assur- 
ance doubly sure, the commission, before publishing No. 
19, issued it tentatively so that the railroads and the 
public might shoot at it. 

Willis E. Reed, attorney-general, defended No. 19, say- 
ing that it is not a legal fraud, such as another state 
is accused of having committed, with a view to giving 
its jobbers and manufacturers an undue advantage over 
their competitors in another state, but the well-matured 
judgment, after much study, as to what would be just 
and reasonable rates for business within Nebraska. He- 
said that Nebraska had no right to consider matters 
outside the state, the courts having decided that a state 
must attend to its own knitting and not presume to meddle- 
in the affairs of adjoining states. 


QUESTION OF COMPETITION 





THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 

Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 

Although not directly involved, the question as to 
what constitutes competition, within the meaning of the- 
Panama Canal Act, was discussed Oct. 27, when E. C. Lind- 
ley appeared before the Commission in the inquiry made 
by that body into the fact that the steamship Great North- 
ern, owned by the Spokane, Portland & Seattle, which in 
turn is owned by the Great Northern and the Northern 


Pacific, passed through the canal, notwithstanding that the: 


law forbids the use of the waterway by railroad-owned 
ships which do or may compete with the rails of the pro- 
prietary interest. Mr. Lindley’ insisted that there is no 
competition and can be none between the ships of the 


S. P. & S. and the rails of either the subsidiary or the 


proprietary lines. He said that, in fact, the steamship- 
line, operating on the Pacific coast, is a mere extension 
of the rails. 

He made no attempt to deny or excuse the fact that 
the northern lines are parties to through routes and joint 
rates with the Southern Pacific, which may be said to 
compete with ships that use the canal, but he pointed 
out that the northern lines, When they do get anything. 
from the Southern Pacific, take, in the way of a division, 
what they can get. The boat lines, he said, are exten- 
sions of their lines, which come into competition with the 
Southern Pacific. 

A further declaration is that none of the freight car- 
ried by the Great Northern and the sister ship could have 
been sent all-rail because the all-rail rates are too high. 

“We do not believe it is the law of the land,” said Mr. 
Lindley, “that railway companies can no longer, at the 
behest of the shippers served by them, and in the interest 
of the territory traversed by their lines, extend those lines 
by the establishment of non-competitive water service so as 
to improve traffic conditions and meet the requirements 
of the territory served.” 


Thy 
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Nashville Switching Case 


Second Proceeding by that Title Involves Pecular Situation—Test of U. S. Court Decision 
Denying Application of Carriers for An Injunction 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 


A peculiar situation has arisen with regard to the 
court proceedings in the second Nashville switching case. 
The U. S. District Court at Nashville, some time ago, 
denied the application of the L. & N. and the Nashville, 
Chattanooga & St. Louis for an injunction setting aside 
the order of the Commission, which requires the L. & N. 
and its affiliated company to switch for the Tennessee 
Central on the terms they make to each other. Then 
the two carriers asked the court to allow their appeal to 
the Supreme Court to act as a supersedeas. Although 
in denying the motion for an injunction the court wrote 
a long opinion, it has not yet denied the application to 
have the appeal act as a supersedeas. 

The order of the Commission is that the protesting 
carriers begin their switching on November 1. It allows 
them to file a switching tariff on five days’ notice. There 
is a bit of anxiety at the Commission, because the time 
is becoming short. The Commission has no desire to 
postpone the effective date in its order. It can see no 
difference between the first and second cases. In the 
first case its order required the two roads to switch coal 
for the Tennessee Central. That case went to the Su- 
preme Court and the order of the Commission was sus- 
tained. 

When the order, in the second case, was issued re- 
quiring them to switch all commodities, the L. & N. and 
N., C. & St. L. set up a denial that they were switching 
for each other. They said the Nashville Terminals was 
doing the switching. That is a company they have cre- 
ated and to which they have transferred their terminals 
in Nashville. It is upon that state of facts that they 
desire the order set aside. 


Conclusions of Decision 


Following are the “conclusions” in the decision of 
the U. S. District Court for the Nashville Division of the 
Middle District of Tennessee, Warrington, circuit judge, 
and McCall and Sanford, district judges, denying the appli- 
cation for an injunction: 

“The operation jointly carried on by the Louisville & 
Nashville and the Nashville & Chattanooga under the 
Terminals agreement is not a mere exchange of trackage 
rights to and from industries on their respective lines at 
Nashville, under which each does all of its own switching 
at Nashville and neither switches for the other. It is, on 
the contrary, in substance and effect, an arrangement under 
which the entire switching service for each railroad 
over the joint and separately owned tracks is performed 
jointly by both, operating as principals through the ter- 
minals as their joint agent; each railroad, as one of such 
joint principals, hence performing through such agent 
switching service for both itself and the other railroad. 
And the fact that the charge for such joint switching serv- 
ice.is made on an approximately proportionate basis of 
actual cost, exclusive of fixed charges, against the railroad 
having the transportation haul, does not, in our opinion, 
change the underlying and dominant fact that the switch- 
ing service itself is performed by both railroads jointly; 
that is, by each railroad operating as a joint principal 
through the means of the joint agency, the apportionment 


of the expenses relating only to the payment for the 
service and not to the joint performance of the service it- 
self. And, viewed in its fundamental aspect and con- 
sidered with reference to its ultimate effect, we entirely 
concur in the conclusion of the Commission that such joint 
Switching operation ‘is essentially the same as a recip- 
rocal switching arrangement,’ constituting a facility for 
the interchange of traffic between the lines of the two rail- 
roads, within the meaning of the second paragraph of sec- 
tion 3 of the Interstate Commerce Act. That each railroad 
does not separately switch for the other, but that such 
switching operations are carried on jointly, is not, in 
our opinion, material. If it were, all reciprocal switching 
operations carried on by two railroads at any con- 
necting point of several carriers could be easily put 
beyond the reach of the Act, and its remedial purpose de- 
feated, by the simple device of employing a joint agency 
to do such reciprocal switching. The controlling test of 
the statute, however, lies in the nature of the work done 
rather than in the particular device employed or the names 
applied to those engaged in it. See by analogy, United 
States vs. Chicago Railroad, 237 U. S. 410, 413. 

“Being in effect a reciprocal switching operation car- 
ried on by the Louisville & Nashville and the Nashville & 
Chattanooga, constituting a facility for the interchange of 
traffic between these two railroads, it necessarily follows, 
under section 3 of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
Act, that equal facilities must be afforded all other lines 
for like interchange of traffic, without discrimination, and 
that, under section 15 of the Act, the Commission is 
authorized to require the railroads performing such recip- 
rocal service to desist from any discriminatory service in 
respect to such switching operations. Pennsylvania Co. 
vs. United States, 236 U. S. 351; Louisville Railroad vs. 
United States (U. S.), sup., at p. 20; Louisville Railroad 
vs. United States (D. C.), sup., at p. 683. 


Similar Physical Conditions 


“And in view of the fact that the physical conditions 
surrounding the interchange of traffic between the lines 
of the Louisville & Nashville and the Nashville & Chat- 
tanooga, on the one hand, and the Tennessee Central on 
the other, are not substantially different from those sur- 
rounding the interchange of traffic between the lines of 
the Louisville & Nashville and the Nashville @ Chat- 
tanooga, and that the cost to the Louisville & Nashville and 
the Nashville & Chattanooga of switching competitive 
Tennessee Central traffic is the same as that of switching 
its non-competitive traffic, we entirely concur in the con- 
clusion of the Commission that the refusal of the Louis- 
ville & Nashville and the Nashville & Chattanooga to 
switch competitive traffic to and from the Tennessee Cen- 
tral on the same terms as non-competitive traffic, while 
interchanging both kinds of traffic on the same terms 
with each other, is unjustly discriminatory. Such dis- 
crimination is not, in our opinion, obviated by the fact that 
the joint switching operation of the Louisville & Nash- 
ville and the Nashville & Chattanooga involves the use of 
the joint terminals which they have constructed at great 
expense, or the fact that under the terminals agreement, 
they contribute to the expense of maintaining the terminals 
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and carry on their switching operations in the manner 
hereinbefore set forth. 

“In Louisville & Nashville vs. United States (U. S.) 
supra, in which many of the facts hereinbefore set forth 
appeared in the report of the Commission, which had found, 
as a fact, that the Louisville & Nashville and the Nashville 
& Chattanooga switched for each other, the Supreme 
Court, affirming the decree of this court, said: ; 

“‘Disregarding the complications arising out of joint 
ownership and the fact that each of the appellants switches 
for the other, it will be seen that the Commission is not 
dealing with an original proposition, but with a condition 
brought about by the appellants themselves. Under the 
provisions of the Commerce Act (24 Stat. 380), the re- 
ciprocal arrangement between the two appellants would not 
give them a right to discriminate against any person or 
“particular description of traffic.” For section 3 requires 
railroad companies to furnish equal facilities for the inter- 
change of traffic between their respective lines 
“provided that this would not be construed aS requiring 
any such common carrier to give the use of its tracks 
or terminal facilities to another carrier engaged in like 
business.” If the carrier, however, does not rest behind 
that statutory shield, but chooses voluntarily to throw 
the terminals open to many branches of traffic, it to that 
extent.makes the yard public. Having made the yard a 
facility is within the provisions of section 3 of the statute, 
which prohibits the facility from being used in such man- 
ner as to discriminate against patrons and commodities. 
The carriers cannot say that the yard is a facility open 
for the switching of cotton and wheat and lumber, but can- 
not be used as a facility for the switching of coal. What- 
ever may have been the rights of the carriers in the first 
instance; whatever may be the case if the yard was put 
back under the protection of the proviso to section 3, the 
appellants cannot open the yard for most switching pur- 
poses and then debar a particular shipper from a privi- 
lege granted the great mass of the public. In substance 
that would be to discriminate not only against the tender- 
ing railroad, but also against the commodity which is ex- 
cluded from a service performed for others. .. . 

“‘In this case the controlling feature of the Commis- 
sion’s order is the prohibition against discrimination. It 
was based upon the fact that the appellants were at the 
present time furnishing switching service to each other 
on all business, and to the Tennessee Central on all ex- 
cept coal and competitive business. As long as the yard 
remained open and was used as a facility for switching pur- 
poses, the Commission had the power to pass an order— 
not only prohibiting discrimination, but requiring the ap- 
pellants to furnish equal facilities to all persons and 
corporations without undue preference to any pagticular 
class of persons.’ 

“And such discrimination being shown, we think it 
clear that, under the provisions of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act and the authorities above cited, the Commis- 
sion is clearly authorized to require the Louisville & 
Nashville and the Nashville & Chattanooga to desist from 
such discrimination, and to establish and maintain a prac- 
tice in regard thereto which shall be non-discriminatory. 


The Order of the Commission 


“The order made by the Commission requires the 
Louisville & Nashville and the Nashville & Chattanooga 
to desist from maintaining a practice whereby they refuse 
to interchange interstate competitive traffic to and from 
the tracks of the Tennessee Central at Nashville on the 
same terms as interstate non-competitive traffic, while in- 
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terchanging both kinds of said traffic with each other on 
the same terms, and to establish, publish, maintain and 
apply to.the switching of interstate traffic to and from the 
Tennessee Central tracks rates and charges which shall not 
be different from those which they contemporaneously 
maintain with respect to similar shipments from their 
respective tracks in said city. We find in the record sub- 
stantial evidence sustaining the conclusions of the Com- 
mission on which this order is based, and are of the opinion 
that, on the facts established by the evidence, this order 
involved no error of law, and is clearly within the power 
of the Commission. It is, in our opinion, not invalid as 
requiring the Louisville & Nashville and the Nashville 
& Chattanooga to give the use of their tracks and terminal 
facilities to the Tennessee Central, within the meaning of 
the proviso contained in section 3 of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, or as involving transportation rather than 
switching, and requiring the establishment of a joint rate 
and through route, or as violating the constitutional pro- 
vision against taking property. without due process of 
law. Louisville Railroad vs. United States (U. S.) sup., 
at pp. 18, 20; Louisville Railroad vs. United States (D. C.), 
sup., at p. 684. Nor is it affected by the fact that the 
Louisville & Nashville owns the majority of the stock 
of the Nashville & Chattanooga. 

“Neither is the order invalid as to the Louisville & 
Nashville by reason of the fact that it has no track con- 
nection with the Tennessee Central within the switching 
limits of the terminals, since it, as a party to the terminals 
agreement, is carrying on switching operations for itself 
and for the Nashville & Chattanooga over the tracks of the 
Nashville & Chattanooga, which connect with the tracks of 
the Tennessee Central by an interchange track within such 
switching limits. 

“Neither does the order of the Commission, in our 
opinion, require the Louisville & Nashville and the Nash- 
ville & Chattanooga to either admit the Tennessee Cen- 
tral into the terminals agreement, as a constituent mem- 
ber thereof, or to switch its competitive traffic at $3 per 
car, or at any other rate which may be less than the actual 
cost of service, exclusive of fixed charges. All that the 
order requires is that so long as they interchange com- 
petitive and non-competitive traffic between their own lines 
on the same terms, they shall desist from making a dis- 
tinction between competitive and non-competitive Ten- 
nessee Central traffic, and that they shall establish and 
maintain rates for switching interstate Tennessee Central 
traffic which shall not be different from those which they 
contemporaneously maintain with respect to switching 
similar traffic for each other; in other words, that they 
shall cease discrimination in interswitching their respective 
interstate competitive and non-competitive traffic and that 
of the Tennessee Central. 


Terminals Agreement 


“There is nothing in the order which requires the 
Louisville & Nashville and the Nashville & Chattanooga to 
abrogate their terminals agreement; they are merely re- 
quired, if they see fit to maintain it, to make no distinc- 
tion, in operating under it, between competitive and non- 
competitive Tennessee Central traffic, so long as they make 
no such distinction in their own traffic, and whether they 
carry on their future switching operations separately or 
jointly, to publish and maintain rates applicable to the 
switching of interstate Tennessee Central traffic, both 
competitive and non-competitive, which shall be the same 
as those for switching their own interstate traffic. If either 
the charges which they now make for switcing non-com- 
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petitive Tennessee Central traffic, or those which, through 
the terminals, they now make each other, are unreasonably 
low, as involving no element of fixed charges, or otherwise, 
this can be obviously remedied, consistently with the order 
of the Commission, by publishing and maintaining just 
and reasonable charges for switching their own interstate 
competitive and non-competitive traffic, respectively, which 
shall likewise apply in the switching of similar Tennessee 
Central interstate traffic; although, of course, to the ex- 
tent and in the proportion that they are proprietors of and 
share in the revenues of the terminals, they will receive 
indirectly reimbursement for the switching charges made 
in reference to their own traffic. 

“We therefore conclude that the application of the 
Louisville & Nashville and the Nashville & Chattanooga 
for a temporary injunction should be denied. And since 
there is exhibited with and as a part of the petition all the 
evidence taken before the Commission, we are constrained 
to conclude that the petition shows on its face no equity 
or ground for permanently enjoining the enforcement of 
the order of the Commission, which is the ultimate relief 
sought. We are hence of the opinion that the motions of 
the United States and of the Commission to dismiss the 
petition should, as to the petitioning railroads, be sus- 
tained, this being a matter within the authority of the three 
judges now composing the court, under the provisions of 
the act of 1913, sup., relating to the final hearing before 
three judges of any suit brought to suspend or set aside 
an order of the Commission; the hearing of a motion 
to dismiss a petition for want of equity being, in our 
opinion, a final hearing within the meaning of such 
provisions. 


“And while the terminal company is shown by the 
proof to be solely a holding company carrying on no rail- 
road or switthing operations whatever, the order rendered 
against it by the Commission having been apparently in- 
advertently made and probably intended against the ter- 
minals, the unincorporated association through which the 
two railroads carry on their switching operations, yet no 
material injury to it is shown from the order, which 
apparently cannot apply to or affect it in any way; hence 
no ground for the issuance of an injunction appears at 
its instance, either interlocutory or permanent, a court of 
equity not enjoining merely abstract and theoretical in- 
juries which involve no substantial prejudice. People vs. 
Canal Board, 55 N. Y. 390; Drummond Tobacco Co. vs. 
Randle, 114 Ill. 412; Wilcox vs. Trenton Potteries, 64 
N. J. Eq. 173; Atkins vs. Chilson, 7 Meto (Mass.) 398. 

“A decree will accordingly be entered denying the 
motion of the petitioners for an interlocutory injunction 
sustaining the motions of the United States and of the 
Commission, and dismissing the petition, with costs.” 





LAKE LINES DIVORCE 





THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 


Shippers are going to ask the Commission to re- 
open the whole lake lines matter. Announcement to 
that effect was made at the arguments October 23, on 
the application of the Lehigh Valley to have the Com- 
mission dismiss that road from the proceedings result- 
ing from its application for permission to retain its 
lake line. It was made by James C. Jeffery, represent- 
ing grain and milling interests. 


“We are not asking for a reopening of the case for 
the taking of further testimony,” said R. W. Barrett, 
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speaking for the Lehigh. ‘“‘We are asking you to say 
there is not and cannot be any competition between the 
rails of the Lehigh Valley and its boat line; that we 
do not come within the prohibition of the first part of 
the Panama Canal Act.” 

The Lehigh merely asked for a rehearing on the 
law proposition, that by no natural interpretation of 
the word competition, by no application of the defini- 
tion of competition made by the courts and the Com- 
mission, other than in this case, can there be competi- 
tion between its rails and their feeder, the Lehigh boai 
line. 

The Milwaukee Chamber of Commerce, represented 
by George A. Schroeder, its traffic manager, and the 
Chicago Board of Trade, represented by J. S. Brown and 
Mr. Jeffery, took a slightly different position, although 
they did not antagonize the Lehigh. They did not ask 
the Commission to reverse itself on the law proposi- 
tion. They suggested that, probably caused by the war, 
a situation unlike that which existed a year ago now 
prevails, and, upon the new facts, the Commission could 
either postpone the effective date of its divorce decree 
or set it aside. 

At present there is no co-operation between the 
railroads owning the lake lines and the shippers to 
have the whole subject opened again. That fact was 
made obvious when Mr. Jeffery said that he had asked 
them to co-operate, and read into the record the answer 
he had received from O. E. Butterfield, who, in a gen- 
eral way, has been in charge of the interests of the 
carriers owning lake lines, although specifically repre- 
senting only the New York Central and affiliated inter- 
ests. In his answer to Mr. Jeffery he said: 

“We think shipping Organizations should apply for 
reopening of the case and not merely postponement of date 
of order. We sympathize with your position and wish to 
afford you whatever assistance we can but think that 
for the present matter can be best handled by com- 
mercial organizations acting from their own  stand- 
point. We are not ready to say what action we may 
take later with respect to petitioning for rehearing.” 

Representatives of the grain interests took the lead- 
ing part in the matter aside from that of Mr. Barrett 
for the Lehigh. They told about the sale and removal 
from the lakes of ten of the thirty-seven package line 
steamers, which, as they believe, is responsible for the 
great increase in grain freight rates. That increase is 
so great that, according to Mr. Brown, nobody is able 
to make parcel shipments of grain by package boats, 
except where delivery is absolutely imperative and un- 
avoidable. They did not care about the law side of the 
matter at. all. They told the Commissioners that they 
are interested only in service. 


“Why go into an unnatural definition of competi- 
tion?” asked Mr. Barrett. “There is no legal or prac- 
tical reason why the Lehigh Valley should not be re- 
leased from the prohibition of the statute. It can be 
done by simply saying there is no element of competi- 
tion, and when that is said there is no question about 
public interest. Congress, the debates show clearly, had 
no thought of divorcing water lines that feed rail lines. 
In fact, the word feeder was used in the debates in 
exactly the sense in which we use it to designate the 
Lehigh lake line. It feeds the Lehigh Valley Railroad.” 


Examiner Elder, who conducted the case for the 
Commission, said that the Lehigh Valley uses or refrains 
from using its lake line to give itself a voice in the 
When challenged by Mr. 


making of eastbound rates. 
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Barrett to point out a single instance wherein competi- 
tion is possible between the Lehigh Valley rails and 
the Lehigh Valley boats, he referred to the shipment of 
dairy products, lake and rail. He said that when the 
railroads controlled the rates they made those by lake 
so high that everything had to go by rail. He said 
that since dairy products are going by lake and rail 
the dairy interests are much pleased. 

Nobody thought of mentioning in that connection 
that the lake-and-rail service was commanded by the 
Commission, and that the department of agriculture, 
through its press agent, has been highly praising the 
establishment of that service. The decree of divorce 
had nothing to do with the establishment, and if the 
decree had been carried out such a joint service could 
not be commanded, so long as the boat lines refrained 
from making a common arrangement with rail lines. 

Mr. Schroeder, for the Milwaukee Chamber of Com- 
merce, said that the lake-and-rail service is of great 
importance to the milling interests of Milwaukee. In 
1914, he estimated, the Milwaukee grain interests paid 
for lake-and-rail freight on grain $30,000 less than the 
service would have cost had it gone all rail. The lake- 
and-rail rates, he said, expire with the close of naviga- 
tion this year. 

“Our shippers don’t know whether they will or will 
not have lake-and-rail rates next season,” said he. “Our 
directors, independent of my department, took up the 
subject and directed me to write to your chairman ask- 


ing for relief. It has been asked why, if the matter is - 


so important, we were not here in the spring of 1914, 
when this matter came up? The answer is that it 
costs money to hire lawyers, and we don’t do that 
unless we are hurt or see where we are going to be 
hurt. The shipper at Watertown, Wis., for instance, 
never hears of these things until after they happen 
and he is hurt. That is the reason we were not here.” 


Mr. Brown said that the situation, so far as Chi- 
cago grain interests are concerned, became acute about 
the middle of August. Ten of the thirty-seven standard 
line package boats have been sold and taken away from 
the lakes. The war probably caused all that to be done. 
The Erie, which sold some of its boats, now has a con- 
gestion of package freight and is carrying no parcel 
grain. Usually the Erie boats carry between two and 
three million bushels, but this season they have carried 
none. They have no published rates on parcel grain. 
That business is done on charters, so there is no com- 
pulsion on them to carry grain, while there is with 
regard to package freight. Tramp boats do not come 
to Chicago for grain. They can do better going to 
Duluth and Fort William. When the parcel grain rate 
reaches 214 cents, exclusive of all the charges that go 
to make up the cost of getting grain moved by water, 
there is no profit in moving it lake-and-rail. 

“It is the future more than the present in which 
we are interested,” said Mr. Brown. “We do not ask 
you to regulate the parcel grain rate. We are not satis- 
fied with lake-and-rail rates, and we are here on formal 
complaint about them. But we must have service.” 


He told about a conference held a few days ago 
in which twenty-six organizations of shippers and big 
shippers were represented, and he said they are all of 
the opinion that the Commission should reopen the case. 
He read a list of them. They are shippers and organi- 
zations of the middle West, who usually are on the 
side of the table farthest away from the railroads. On 
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October 23, however, they were sitting alongside the 
railroad lawyers. 

“It is highly important, as I see the matter,” said 
Mr. Jeffery, “that there be some form of relief. I be- 
lieve the Commission should reopen the case to examine 
the new conditions. : 

“We are not attempting to pull chestnuts out of the 
fire for the railroads. We are not trying to help the 
Lehigh Valley. We want the whole subject reopened. 
We asked the railroads to apply for a rehearing on the 
whole subject, but they have not done it. 

“Our intervention in this application is intended to 
be merely the entering wedge. We expect to have a 
petition for rehearing, with supporting brief in your 
hands in a short time.” ; 

Mr. Elder said, in commenting on the course of 
the Lehigh, that it is losing $100,000 a year on account 
of the grain and coal business it does, and that loss 
must be borne by shippers of other kinds of freight. 
He went into the subject of control of lake-and-rail 
rates by the Trunk Line and the Lake Lines Association. 
to show that the Lehigh boats are used or not used to 
prevent competition, and also to give the Lehigh a voice 
in the making of rates. He said it is used to force the 
western lines to give it a higher division on the all-rail 
grain than on lake-and-rail grain. 

Mr. Brown, answering suggestions by Mr. Elder, 
said the Chicago grain interests want.a continuance of 
the package boats as parcel graim carriers, because the 
bulk grain carriers will not come into the Chicago River 
for the small parcels of grain that the package car- 
riers can use to complete a cargo, because they cannot 
get in or out without a tug, and even when they come 
in with the help of a tug they cannot take out a com- 
plete cargo. They can and do go to elevators in- the 
Calumet River, which, if the package boats are driven 
out of business, will have an advantage over the ele- 
vators on the other river and its branches. 

“Why do you want to continue a line that is not 
profitable?” asked Commissioner Clark. 

“I was hoping that somebody would ask that ques- 
tion,” snappéd Mr. Barrett. “We want it as a feeder 
to the rail line. This Commission and every other well- 
informed person knows that everything added to the 
ordinary volume of traffic is just so much toward meet- 
ing the expenses. In 1914 that feeder line brought us 
$910,687 of revenue. We think we should have higher 
rates so that there would be a profit on the operation 
of the boats, without considering the profit of the tonnage 
they bring to the rail line. We think that we did fairly 
well with that feeder. The $100,000 loss achieved, as 
Mr. Elder says, because we hauled grain and coal would 
have been greater if we had not hauled it.” 

In conclusion, Mr. Barrett again asked Mr. Elder 
to point out where the boat line has a facility that is 
also possessed by the rail line, so that the two facilities 
are in competition with each other. He also asked Mr. 
Elder to point out the business the boat line could 
take away from the rail line, or the other way around, 
if they were separated. 


The discussion lasted only about two hours. When 
it had been finished the Commissioners, all of whom 
were present except Mr. Clements, held a little con- 
sultation, as if they intended to make an announce- 
ment from the bench, but, if they had any such thought, 
they changed it, and Chairman McChord made merely 
the formal and usual announcement that the case is 
submitted. 
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THE TRAFFIC WORLD 


The Open Forum 


A Department for the Discussion by Patrons and Friends of Taz Trarric Wortp of Trans- 
portation Questions of Interest to Traffic Men Who Keep in Touch 


RATES ON WINE 


Editor The Traffic World: 

With reference to the article appearing in The Traf- 
fic World, Sept. 4, 1915, page 586, regarding rates on wine 
from ports of California to Atlantic seaboard ports, as 
permitted by Fourth Section Order No. 5099, of Aug. 30, 
1915, and the forecast of lower rates for wine in special 
tank cars, as one of the counsel for the independent 
wine shippers, who were complainants in Docket 7380, now 
pending decision, I desire to correct the statement as to 
tonnage, and refer to some of the points involved in that 
proceeding. 

The annual production of wine in California amounts 
to approximately 40 million gallons, of which from 25 
to 30 million gallons move out of the state. Your article 
stated 200 to 300 million gallons as amount produced, a 
difference over the actual production of 1,350,000 tons. 
The 30 million gallons when in barrels weigh 150,000 
tons, and the barrel pays the same rate of freight as the 
wine. 

One of the important points to be decided in the 
case referred to is the duty of common carriers to fur- 
nish such special equipment as wine tank cars, whicn 
are now owned and used by some of the “big fellows.” 


Another important phase is the elimination of unjust 
discrimination caused by the railroads to the large num- 
ber (approximately 600) of independent wine shippers of 
California by the use of these special wine tank cars, un- 
der the current rates and practices, and the elimination 
of the undue preférences connected with their use, which 
entails heavy burdens upon the railroads themselves. 


My impression, from the article with regard to sea 
competition, is that the carriers intend to haul this wine 
tonnage in special tank cars as the next move, at even 
lower rates than now permitted for wine in barrels, in 
order to drive the sea carriers from the field. This 
would involve greater losses to the railroads unless they 
should furnish the special cars as a transportation neces- 
sity, or the making of such abnormal and unprofitable 
rates which would violate the act as interpreted by the 
Commission and the courts. This point is also involved 
in Docket 7380, as to present rates on wine in special 
tank cars, as well as the free service rendered in trans- 
porting the containers, weighing half as much again as 
the barrels, for a like quantity of wine, on the going 
trip, as well as hauling. the empty cars back to point 
of origin and the payment of mileage both ways. 

Another grave question presented in Docket 7380 is 
whether a great railroad, a quasi-public corporation, may 
be controlled in its policy and rates in the interests of 
the few “big fellows” and at its own expense aid such large 
tonnage shippers in becoming bigger by absorbing the 
business of the little fellows. The Act to regulate com- 
merce would become a dead and useless statute were such 
a policy permitted, and the very aim and duty of every 
common carrier perverted to its own ruin. 

The independent wine shippers testifying stated, at 
equal or even higher rates, they preferred the rail car- 
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riers, because the service was better and quicker, and, 
in view of recent slides at Panama, the canal cannot 
yet be even seriously considered as a competitor. 

My understanding of the fourth section of the act 
and the decisions relating thereto is that a rail carrier 
may not make unprofitably low rates to drive sea car- 
riers from the field and thus nullify the building of the 
Panama Canal. Frank Van Sant. 

Washington, D. C., Oct. 26, 1915. 


FOOLISH LEGISLATION 
Editor The Traffic World: 

When it comes to a consideration of the “In-Bad 
Society,” that organization has recently received some 
notable additions. \ 

The Panama Canal is out of business for a consid- 
erable period and the steamship lines which started otf 
with such glowing prospects are now facing a loss o7 
half a million per month as long as the canal remains 
closed. 

The foolish piece of legislation called the La Follette 
seamen’s bill has administered a knock-out blow to the 
traffic of the Pacific and thrown this rich business into 
the hands of the Japanese lines, incidentally throwing 
a lot of our people out of employment—and there you are! 

This legislation was to make it easy for the sailors. 
They were to work only nine hours a day and to have 
all sorts of privileges, rights, etc. This legislation brings 
forcibly to mind the fact that a steamship line is not 
nailed down like a railroad and that it can take its “doll 
rags” and seek another “doll house’ whensoever it 
pleases. To use a perverted proverb: 

“You may lead a horse to the brewery, but you can’t 
make him drink beer.” 

Getting back to the sailors’, nine hours’ work—sup- 
pose a ship anchored in New York harbor encounters a 
blow and the safety of the ship demands that another 
anchor be dropped or more cable paid out. This occurs 
at midnight, the sailors are roused out to perform this 
work of safety for the ship. The sailors say, “Nay, nay, 
mate, we’ve done our nine hours,” and the ship goes 
ashore. Fine! Fine! 

A member of the cabinet goes around the country 
making speeches in which he says that the effect of 
this law was not pointed out in committee. The record 
shows that the managing and executive officials of the ™ 
line appeared in Washington and camped there to point 
out the inevitable effect of the proposed law. Incidentally, 
too, this recalls how the present administration applied 
some hard names to reputable citizens who appeared in 
Washington to see what could be done to avoid disastrous 
legislation. 

‘The lake lines, too, have received a body blow which 
has put them out of business and “something just as 
good” has not put in an appearance, nor does it seem 
available. 

Twenty-five per cent of the mileage in Western’ Clas- 
sification territory is in receivers’ hands, some of it due 
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to financial juggling and trickery, others to downright 
mismanagement, and some from other causes. 

The only consolation to be derived is that “when 
things are at their worst they are most apt to mend,” 
but it will take a “helluva” lot of mending to repair the 
damages done by the foolish legislation put on the statute 
books by our lawmakers. 

In the meantime the president of the “In-Bad Society” 
rubs his hands in ghoulish glee and says, “Welcome to 
our city.” By the way, what has become of the “fool- 
killer?” Has he gone on strike or has his job grown 
too big for him? J. D. Hashagen. 

Boston, Mass., Oct. 18, 1915. 


JURISDICTION IN READING CASE 





THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 


Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 

Arguments were made in the United States Supreme 
Court October 20 on the appeal of the Philadelphia & 
Reading to have the Commission’s order in the complaint 
of the Allentown Portland Cement Co. set aside. The 
railroad company believes the Commission went outside 
its jurisdiction when it directed the carriers to remove 
what it had found to be undue prejudice and disadvan- 
tage to Jersey City. 

The case is admitted to be one of the most impor- 
tant, from the point of view of the Commission, and 
probably from that of thousands of shippers that have 
come before the ultimate tribunal for many years. The 
lower court—for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania— 
sustained the Commission’s order. 

Although the record does not clearly disclose the 
fact, the main issue in the litigation is as to whether 
a railroad company can make rates that will preserve 
to its own rails the tonnage originating thereon and 
not susceptible to being taken therefrom by competing 
carriers. 

The plant of the complaining company is at Evans- 
ville, Pa., in the Lehigh Valley district. It is served 
only by the Philadelphia & Reading, the rails of which 
reach Philadelphia, but do not run to Jersey City. ‘There 
are nineteen other cement plants in the valley from which 
joint rates in true relation to each other are maintained 
to the New York, the New England and the south At- 
lantic markets. The rate from each of the nineteen mills 
to Jersey City for local consumption in Jersey City is 
80 cents per 100 pounds. From each of the twenty mills 
which, of course, include the complaining mill, there is 
a rate to New York of $1.40. That, also, is the rate to 
Philadelphia. Rates to all the other markets are ad- 
justed in relation to the key rate of $1.40 to New York 
and Philadelphia, the only exception being the 80-cent 
rate to Jersey City, and thereby hangs the tale. 

The Philadelphia & Reading joins in a through rate 
of 80 cents to Jersey City “for beyond.” Cement des- 
tined to New England is carried to Jersey City via the 
Reading from each of the twenty mills on the 80-cent 
rate. When, however, the Allentown mill desires to sell 
cement in Jersey City proper it must pay a rate of $1.35. 

The maintenance of that rate of $1.35 to Jersey City 
proper on cement coming from the Allentown mill makes 
it impossible, so the Commission found, for the Allen- 
town mill to do any business either in Jersey City or 
in any part of New York City below Forty-ninth street. 
Above that street it is in terms of equality with the 
other nineteen mills in the Lehigh Valley, because it is 
not possible to dray cement from Jersey City beyond 
Forty-ninth street at a cost less than the $1.40 rate which 
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all the-railroads publish to New York City. That rate 
is not used below that street because it is cheaper to 
send drays to Jersey City and get cement that has been 
brought to that point on the 80-cent rate. 

When the Commission took the complaint it was face 
to face with the fact that the Reading was not discrimi- 
nating against the Allentown mill, because there is sro 
other mill on its rails. That carrier joins with the other 
roads serving the other nineteen mills in making a through 
rate of $1.40 to Philadelphia, which is the rate available 
for the Allentown mill. The case was twice heard by 
the Commission. 


The Commission finally held that the Reading was 
discriminating against the users of cement at Jersey City 
and lower New York City, because it was not enabling 
the product of the mill on its own rails to move to Jersey 
City on the 80-cent rate. The Commissoin made the 
further point that inasmuch as the Reading had joined 
in making rates to other markets so as to give them 
the benefit of the product of the twenty mills in the 
Lehigh Valley its failure to give Jersey City the advan- 
tage of the Allentown mill brought its adjustment of 
rates under the condemnation of the law. 


By refusing to give the Allentown mill the benefit 
of the 80-cent rate to Jersey City the Reading practically 
forced the product of the Allentown mill, so it is argued, 
to find its market in Philadelphia or other points to which 
relatively adjusted rates were made. 


No case like this has ever before been presented to a 
court. In the argument Henry S. Drinker, Jr., for the Read- 
ing, insisted that the Commission, by means of its order, is 
seeking to compel the Reading to meet the competition 
of other carriers at Jersey City. Mr. Needham, without 
a tremor, said that if the Commission was really endeavor- 
ing to force the Reading to meet competition at Jersey 
City, he would not have a word to say to the court, be- 
cause such an order would be ridiculously beyond the 
powers of the Commission. Justice McReynolds asked 
him if the practical effect would not be to compel the 
Reading to make a rate of 80 cents to Jersey City. Mr. 
Needham said, “not necessarily,” because the order of 
the Commission is merely to remove the undue disad- 
vantage under which Jersey City labors by reason of 
the refusal of the Reading to give the Allentown mill 
the same rate that it joins other railroads in giving to 
the other nineteen mills in that valley. 


Mr. Needham pointed out that if the railroads choose 
they may, by conferences among themselves, agree upon 
a rate greater than 80 cents, because the Commission 
left the option with it as to what rate shall apply from 
all the mills. There is nothing in the order, he said, 
that compels the Reading to establish the 80-cent rate; 
it merely directs all the railroads concerned to publish 
the same rate to Jersey City so as to remove the dis- 
crimination against that place which results from ‘ts 
inability to buy in as wide a market as is open to Boston 
and other points beyond Jersey City, for whose benefit 
the Reading joins in an 80-cent rate to Jersey City on 
cement destined to points beyond that place. 

W. A. Glasgow, Jr., who prosecuted the case before 
the Commission, appeared for the Allentown company to 
support the order of the Commission, which, if sustained, 
will enable his client to compete on terms of equality 
with the other mills in the valley in the Jersey City 
and lower New York markets. Assistant Attorney-General 
Underwood appeared in behalf of: the government of the 
United States and filed a brief, but took no part in the 
argument. 


Pee ee ee ee eee eee ee ee ee 





ate 
to 
Pel 


ace 





October 30, 1915 





THE TRAFFIC WORLD 





Loss and Damage Decisions 


Cases Recently Decided by State and Federal Courts 


(Digests taken from Reporters and Digests of mene oo —. published by West Publishing Co., St. Paul, Minn. 
Pyrig: . 


TRANSPORTATION AND DELIVERY BY CARRIERS. 
Bills of Lading: 

(Sup. Ct. of Mich.) Where a bill of lading controlling 
the movement of a carload shipment consigned the ship- 
ment to the order of B. & B., and was signed, “B. & B., 
per F. M. G., Shipper L. Grain Co., Churchill,” it indi- 
cated that the L. Grain Co., as well as B. & B., were 
shippers, and, as such shippers, their indorsement .was 
necessary before the carrier was justified in making de- 
livery, and a delivery on a forged bill of lading was no 
defense.—Churchill vs. Grand Trunk Western Ry. Co., 154 
N. W., 106. 

Conversion: 

(Sup. Ct. of Mich.) In an action for conversion of a 
shipment brought against the consignee and the railroad 
company, where the railroad company averred and the 
consignee denied delivery, evidence of the custom to 
deliver car shipments on the siding at the consignee’s 
plant, and that the shipment was so delivered, was ad- 
missible-—Austin et al. vs. Knell et al., 154 N. W., 27. 


LOSS OF OR INJURY TO GOODS. 


Burden of Proof: 

(Sup. Ct. of N. C.) Under act of Congress Feb. 13, 
1893, c. 105 (U. S. Comp. St. 1913, 8029-8035), relieving 
the, owner of a vessel of responsibility for loss of ship- 
ment, due to faulty navigation, and Rev. St. U. S. 4283 
(U. S. Comp. St. 1913, 8021), restricting his liability to 
the value of his interest in the vessel for loss occasioned 
without his privity or knowledge, the burden is upon 
the owner of the vessel lost to show that he exercised 
due diligence in supplying a seaworthy vessel, failure 
to exercise such diligence rendering him privy to the 
fault through which the loss occurs.—Brinson & Kramer 
vs. Norfolk Southern R: Co., 86 S. E., 372. 

In a shipper’s action against the initial carrier for 
the loss of a shipment of goods at sea while in the hands 
of a connecting carrier, evidence held not to sustain the 
burden of proof resting upon defendants to show that 
the connecting carrier supplied a seaworthy vessel, and 
thereby made available Rev. St. U. S. 4283 (U. S. Comp. 
St. 1913, 8021), limiting liability to the owner’s interest 
in the vessel.—lId. 

Carmack Amendment: 

(Sup. Ct. of N. C.) The Carmack amendment to 
the interstate commerce act June 29, 1906, c. 3591, 7, 
pars. 11, 12, 34 Stat. 55 (U. S. Comp. St. 1913, 8592), 
providing that any common carrier railroad or trans- 
portation company receiving property for transportation 
from a point in one state to a point in another, shall 
be liable to the holder of the bill of lading for any loss, 
damage or injury caused by it or by any connecting 
carrier, and providing for recoupment by the initial car- 
rier against the carrier at fault, allows the initial carrier 
to avail itself of defenses or of limitations of liability 
open under the federal statutes to the carrier causing 
the loss, although the shipment was lost at sea by a 
connecting carrier—Brinson & Kramer vs. Norfolk South- 
ern R. Co., 86 S. E., 371. 

Limitation of Liability: 

(Sup. Ct. of N. C.) Defenses existing under act of 

Congress Feb. 13, 1893, c. 105 (U. S. Comp. St. 1913, 8029- 


8035), relieving the owner of a veisel of responsibility 
under certain conditions by reason of faulty navigation, 
and Rev. St. U. S. 4283 (U. S. Comp. St. 1913, 8021), by 
which the liability of the owner is restricted to the value 
of his interest in the vessel and its freight then pending, 
for loss or injury by collision, occasioned without the 
privity or knowledge of such owner, are available to a 
carrier sued in a state court having cognizance and juris- 
diction of the cause—Brinson & Kramer vs. Norfolk 
Southern R. Co., 86 S. E., 371. 

Under Rev. St. U. S. 4283 (U. S. Comp. St. 1913, 8021), 
restricting value the liability of the owner of a vessel 
to the value of his interest therein and its freight 
then pending, for loss or damage by collision, without 
his privity or knowledge, the value of the vessel must 
be estimated after the collision, and, in case it is sunk, 
and no freight earned, the liability of the owner thereof 
usually ends. 

CARRIAGE OF LIVE STOCK. 
instructions of Shipper: 

(Sup. Ct. of Neb.) A common carrier is not bound 
to comply with every arbitrary request made by a shipper 
of live stock as to the place where such stock shall be 
unloaded and fed while in transit. It is only obliged 
to comply with such requests and instructions regarding 
the care of the shipment as may be reasonable. Whether 
a particular request or instruction of the shipper is rea- 
sonable or unreasonable is a question for the jury.—Keat 
vs. Chicago & N. W. Ry. Co., 154 N. W., 220. 

The court further said: 

“Where cattle are shipped by a railroad a distance 
requiring only 21 hours for the transportation, and no 
circumstances are present making it necessary for the 
care of the animals that they be unloaded short of des- 
tination for feed, water and rest, it is not negligence, 
as a matter of law, to fail to comply with a request of 
the shipper made to the railway agent at a point of ship- 
ment that the cattle be unloaded at an intermediate 
point for feed, water and rest. A common carrier is not 
bound to comply with every arbitrary request made by 
a shipper, but is only obliged to comply with such re- 
quests and instructions regarding the care of the shipment 
as may be reasonable; and whether a particular request 
or instruction of the shipper is reasonable or unreason- 
able is at most a question for the jury.—Missouri, K. & 
T. R. Co. vs. Clark, 35 Tex. Civ. Appl., 189, 79.S. W., 827; 
St. Louis S. W. R. Co. ‘vs. Mitchell, 101 Ark. 289, 142 
S. W., 168, 37 L. R. A. (N. S.), 546; Regan vs. Adams 
Express Co., 49 La. Ann. 1579, 22 South. 835; Galveston, 
H. & S. A. R. Co. vs. Jones *(¥Fex. Civ. App.), 123 S. W., 
Tar. 


RAILWAY MAIL PAY TOO LOW 


The Merchants’ Association of New York finds that 
the railroads are being greatly underpaid by the govern- 
ment for carrying the mails and that the plan embodied 
in two measures now pending before Congress, the Bourne 
and Moon bills, would divert large quantities of mer- 
chandise from the freight traffic of the carriers. 

The investigation was made by the association’s 
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committee on postal affairs. The inquiry was conducted 
by F. B. DeBerard, head of the association’s bureau of 
research, under the direction of the committee. 

After considering the report made by the committee, 
and the more detailed report submitted to the committee 
by Mr. DeBerard, the board of directors of the Merchants’ 
Association adopted the following resolutions: 

“Whereas, It is of vital importance to every business 
interest and to the entire people that their means of 
transportation constantly be maintained at the highest 
practicable point of efficiency, which condition is im- 
possible unless the railroads be assured of the revenues 
necessary for their proper support; 

“Whereas, It is shown by the analyses of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission (a) that railroad revenues 
as a whole are insufficient and should be increased, and 
(b) that the deficiency is mainly due to insufficient pas- 
senger service earnings; and 

“Whereas, It is shown by the analyses of the Bourne 
joing congressional committee that the earnings of the 
mail traffic branch of the passenger service are -approxi- 
mately 22% per cent below the average earnings of the 
passenger service, which the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission finds deficient as a whole; and 

“Whereas, It is shown by the report of the associa- 
tion’s committee on postal affairs that the average rate 
of compensation paid by the government to the railroads 
for mail carriage has been reduced approximately 50 
per cent since 1902, and now produces little or no profit 
and possibly entails a loss; and 

“Whereas, The railroads receive no payment for 
increase in weight of mails during the four-year period 
following each quadrennial weighing; for apartment-car 
space, in 4,000 cars, used mainly for assorting mails in 
transit; and for so-called ‘side’ and transfer service, the 
value of which uncompensated services is now approxi- 
mately $11,000,000 to $12,000,000 per year; and 

“Whereas, It is proposed to abolish the present method 
of payment by weight, and to substitute therefor pay- 
ment by space exclusively, on a basis which will exact 
from the railroads great. increase of service without 
corresponding increase in compensation; and 


“Whereas, The space-rate proposed is equivalent in 
the case of fully loaded cars to a rate of 1% cents per 
ton-mile for freight carried for the government on pas- 
senger trains, while the same high-class freight if car- 
ried for private shippers on freight trains, throughout 
the country, would pay from two to three times that rate 
per ton-mile; and 

“Whereas, the space-plan proposed totally disregards 
the principle upon which the entire freight-rate structure 
is based, namely, ‘rates proportioned to value of service,’ 
arbitrarily limits the revenues which may be derived from 
mail carriage, makes the carriage of freight much cheaper 
on passenger trains than on freight trains, and danger- 
ously attacks the existing freight revenues of the rail- 
roads; now, therefore, be it 


“Resolved, By the Merchants’ Association of New 
York, That the public welfare requires that the country’s 
transportation facilities be maintained in constantly effi- 
cient condition, to effect which end the railroads must 
receive adequate payment for their services, and therefore 
that rates shown to be unduly low should be advanced to 
a fair basis. 

“Resolved, That in our opinion the compensation now 
paid the railroads for mail carriage is insufficient, and 
should be increased by payment for service at present 
uncompensated for, and that we therefore recommend: 
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“(a) Payment for the present, for weight, on the 


basis of the existing law. but with provision for annual 
instead of quadrennial weighings; 

“(b) Payment for apartment-car space, pro rata, upon 
the basis of payment now in effect for full postal cars; 

“(c) Payment to the railroads for side and transfer 
services, or, as an alternative, that the railroads be re- 
lieved of the performance of those services. 

“Resolved, That no new and untried plan for deter- 
mining railway mail pay should be adopted unless or until 
approved by the Interstate Commerce Commission, after 
thorough investigation, with especial reference to the 
euect of such plan upon the railroads’ existing freight 
revenues, and the equity of rates proposed for the car- 
riage of postal matter upon passenger trains in compari- 
son with rates charged for first-class merchandise on 
freight trains; and we recommend that, for not less than 
two years, all weighings and adjustments for determining 
railway mail pay be supervised by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, which Commission shall obtain from 
the Post Office Department and the railroads reports cov- 
ering all necessary information as to the service per- 
formed, and thereafter report to Congress, with recom- 
mendations as to further changes, if any that should be 
made in the law; and we further recommend that, pend- 
ing such report and recommendations by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, the existing law be continued, but 
with the modifications indicated by the preceding reso- 
lution. . 

“Resolved, That the plan of space payment for mail 
carriage proposed by the Bourne and the Moon bills is 
excessively discriminatory in favor of the United States 
government, in that it makes, for mail freight carried 
on passenger trains, a rate only about one-third to one- 
half the rate paid for high-grade freight carried on freight 
trains, which condition will promote the diversion to the 
mails of large quantities of high-grade merchandise, cn 
all of which the railroads will suffer a loss of two-thirds 
of their present freight revenues, and therefore that the 
Merchants’ Association of New York oppose any and all 
bills for the readjustment of railway mail pay on the 
basis mainly of space or substantially as proposed by 
the Bourne and the Moon bills.” 

The committee on postal affairs found: 

That the railroads are greatly underpaid for carrying 
the mails; ; 

That there is no profit in carrying the mails at pres- 
ent rates; 

That the compensation paid by the government has 
been cut 50 per cent in the last thirteen years; 

That the new plan of payment advocated by the 
Postoffice Department would compel further reductions; 

That the United States government pays for postal 
freight carried on passenger trains only one-third what 
the merchants of the country pay for merchandise car- 
ried on freight trains; 

That, with the extension of the parcels post, freight 
is being diverted from the railroads and their freight 
revenues are being seriously threatened. 





On consideration of the record in docket 6948, Walter 
A. Zelnicker Supply Co. vs. C. R. I. & P. Ry. Co. et al., the 
Commission has annulled its order of Sept. 24, 1913, in 
which the complainants’ petition for rehearing was denied. 
The case is now reopened for further hearing, and has 
been assigned before Examiner Waters at St. Louis, Nov. 
26. Pending the further hearing and the Commission’s de- 
cision thereon, the original order of the Commission of 
April 12, 1915, will remain in full force and effect. 
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LEGAL DEPARTMENT 


Conducted by 
CHARLES CONRADIS, 
General Counsel, The Traffic Service Bureau, 


anaes. 


in this department we shail answer simpie questions relat- 
ing to the law of interstate transportation of freight. Readers 
desiring special service by immediate answer may secure pri- 
vately written answers to their inquiries by the payment of 


a small fee. 
The 


Address Legal Department, Traffic Service Bureau, 


Colorado Building, Washington, D. C 


Notice of Damage to Concealed Shipments. 

Maryland.—Question: “A shipment of a machine, 
knocked down, in two boxes, was consigned in perfect 
condition. On arrival at destination delivery was made 
consignee, who gave railroad a clean receipt, the con- 
signment being of a concealed nature. After delivery 
to warehouse of consignee by their house truck, the ma- 
chine was placed on their platform, without opening for 
thirty days, owing to consignee not then requiring ma- 
chine. When opened a part of the machine was found 
broken, consignee claiming damage must have occurred 
in transit, making affidavit to this effect, and deducting 
the value of the broken part from the invoice in settle- 
ment. Carriers maintain, though claim was filed within 
a period of two months after delivery of shipment, they 
are not liable, declining settlement on the ground that 
the damage was not discovered for a month after de- 
livery. Will you kindly advise if they are not legally 
liable for this damage, which undoubtedly occurred in 
transit, and, if not, then is not the consignee liable ac- 
count his negligence in not making prompt report of the 
damage?” 

Answer: There is no provision in the uniform or 
standard bill of lading that requires the consignee to 
give immediate notice to the delivering carrier of any 
alleged loss or damage to a shipment when received, even 
when of a concealed nature, and any tariff regulation 
or private contract to that effect between the parties 
might be well attacked on the ground of undue dis- 
crimination. So long as the claims are presented in the 
manner, time and place as is required by section 3, para- 
graph 3 of the uniform bill of lading, and the consignee 
can show by sufficient evidence, that the loss or damage 
actually occurred while the shipment was in transit, and 
from causes for which the law would hold the carrier 
responsible, a prima facie case of liability would be es- 
tablished against the carrier. Neither would this pre- 
sumption be destroyed by reason of the consignee having 
given a “clear” receipt on arrival and delivery of the 
shipment at destination. Such a receipt is a mere piece 
of evidence, and does not necessarily preclude the con- 
signee from afterward proving that the goods were in 
fact damaged when received from the carrier. 

* = Eo 


Charges on Shipment to Replace Previous Shipment Lost. 

lowa.—Question: “Noting your reply to ‘Tennessee’ 
in The Traffic World for October 9, I would like to ask 
your opinion in a like circumstance, in every particular, 
save had the duplicate shipment moved by freight in- 
stead? Could the carrier have legally refunded the freight 
charge on the duplicate shipment, which would have been 
$1.55, same as the proper charge on the original ship- 
ment?” 

Answer: In the rehearing of the case of Larkin Co. 
vs. Erie & Western Transp. Co. et al., 34 I. C. C., 106 
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(Traffic World, June 15, 1915, page 1233), the Interstate 
Commerce Commission specifically held that section 3, 
paragraph 2, of the .uniform bill of lading, does not 
“wholly operate in an unreasonable and unlawful man- 
ner with respect to complainant’s shipment, but that the 
absence of uniformity on the part of carriers generally 
in its application, its disregard by .defendants up to a 
certain date, its arbitrary enforcement by defendants 
after that date, and the continued disregard of the pro- 
vision by other carriers, over which the complainant ships, 
has resulted in. an unreasonable, unjust, unlawful and 
discriminatory. practice.” Therefore,.“to prevent that re- 
sult and for other reasons indicated, we feel that the 
issues involved in this case should be disposed of in the 
same manner as were the issues involved in re Matter 
of Bills of Lading. Defendants and other carriers should 
adjust all pending claims of the character involved herein 
upon their merits and without discrimination with re- 
spect to the bill of lading provision quoted and also all 
such claims as may be presented to defendants and other 
carriers on or before July 1, 1915.” 

Now, section 3, paragraph 2, of the uniform bill of 
lading, provides that the amount of any loss shall be 
the invoice price, including freight charges, if prepaid. 
Therefore, under this provision, and assuming that the 
carrier’s tariffs do not provide for the free carriage of 
duplicate shipments, if the duplicate shipment moved by 
freight, charges thereon should be paid at the regularly 
published rate, and a deduction of freight charges, if 
prepaid, made on the lost portion of the original ship- 
ment, in a proportion that its weight bore to the total 
weight of the shipment. 

On shipments moving after June 2, 1915, it would 
seem that the Cummins amendment to section 20 of the 
Act to reguiate commerce would require a different con- 


struction. 
te a ok 


Measure of Damages to Middleman Under Cummins 
Amendment. 


Michigan.—Question: “We obtain a large portion of 
our meat from a Chicago packing house, shipments being 
made in route cars direct to our customers. Some of 
the transportation companies are now claiming that where 
shortages exist we must make claim for the actual ¢ost, 
which they say is the packers’ invoice on us. We have 
previously collected on basis of our invoice to customers. 
The railroad companies refer to section 3 of bill of lading 
and say that they are compelled to take this stand through 
ruling of the Interstate Commerce Commission, and refer 
particularly to the Cummins ameridment. We figure that 
our actual loss is our invoice price to our customer, for 
if the goods reached him O. K. we’ could collect for 
that amount. What is your opinion on this?” 


Answer: To comply with the requirements of the 
Cummins amendment, effective June 2, 1915, the sched- 
ules of the individual carriers, and the classifications, now 
provide, as authorized by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission in case No. 49 (ex parte), 33 I.-C. C., 682 (see 
Traffic World, May 2, 1915, page 1118 et'seq.), that “the 
amount of any loss or damage for which any carrier is 
liable shall be computed on the basis of the value of 
the property at the place and time of shipment under 
this bill of lading.” See our answer to “Illinois,” pub- 
lished on page 873 of the Oct. 23, 1915, issue of The 
Traffic World for our further review on the subject as 
to the value of a shipment at time and place of shipment. 

While the shipment from the producer direct to the 
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consignee is a mere matter of convenience, and while 
the middleman may recover from the consignee the in- 
voice price from the former to the latter in the event 
that the shipment is delivered in good order, yet the law 
now does not compute the amount of loss or damage 
on the basis of the invoice price to the consignee as it 
formerly did, but by contract, as well as by operation of 
law, the carriers’ liability is measured by “the full value 
of the property so classified and established as of the 
time and place of shipment,” as was said by the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission in case No. 49 aforesaid. 
Obviously “the place of shipment” is a point from which 
the shipment first moves in its journey to the ultimate 
consigneee. 
oo Ba % 
Switching Charges Account Excess Weight. 

Ohio.—Question: “Some time ago we made shipment 
of a car of sand loaded on our private track on the Big 
Four Railroad for a point on the Nickel Plate Railroad. 
The Nickel Plate Railroad has a direct connection with 
the Big Four Railroad at Cleveland. The car was taken 
from our yard and delivered to the Nickel Plate. The 
latter road weighed the car and found same to be over- 
loaded, and, without instructions from this company, the 
Nickel Plate returned the car to the Big Four, and this 
road returned the car to our mill for relightening. Under 
the circumstances the Big Four assessed a _ reswitch 
charge of $5. We have taken exceptions to paying this 
bill, stating that the car should not have been returned 
without instructions. Had we known the car was over- 
loaded the car could have been disposed of at one of our 
yards on the Nickel Plate in the city, which, under the 
circumstances, there would be no question of overload- 
ing, for the car could have been disposed of within the 
switching limits of Cleveland. As it was, the car was 
for a billing point on the Nickel Plate road. 

“We kindly request that you advise, through the 
Legal Department of The Traffic World, if we are right 
in our contention, or if there is any ruling issued by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission covering cases of this 
kind.” 

Answer: We do not find any ruling by the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission on the precise point that is 
raised by your question. But, applying to your question 
the principles that the Commission has laid down in 
other cases, and reasoning by analogy, we are inclined 
‘to the opinion that the carrier should have first given 
you notice of the excess weight of the car, before return- 
ing the same to place of loading. 

While it is true that the law contemplates that, in 
so far as is possible, the weight assessed should be the 
true weight, and that inaccuracies in weighing result in 
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the imposition of unreasonable charges and discrimina- 
tions between shippers just as readily as do differences 
in freight rate themselves, yet it must be remembered 
that no commodity is loaded always to its exact mini- 
mum, and the actual loading usually very considerably 
exceeds the minimum prescribed. Therefore, where the 
variance in weight frequently occurs by reason of under 
or overloading, or the method of ascertaining the weights, 
it would seem proper that some opportunity be given 
the shipper to correct the same without first putting him 
to some additional expense. 

In the case of National Casket Co. vs. Southern Ry. 
Co., 31 I.'C. C., 684 (see Traffic World, Oct. 31, 1914, page 
805 et seq.), an estimate of the quantity and weight of 
shipments are made at Azalea, for billing purposes, and 
the cars are subsequently weighed at Marion and the 
weights are reported back to the agent at Azalea, the 
billing point. Delays in reporting back the scale weights 
by the carrier’s agent occurred, which scale weights, if 
they showed a_ substantial excess over the estimated 
weights, the carriers refuse to permit the filing of addi- 
tional inbound billing to cover such excess, and charge 
for it at local rates from the transit point. The Com- 
mission held that “it is unjust and unreasonable not to 
promptly report these weights to the billing office and 
give the shipper opportunity to surrender the additional 
billing, which, under the rules, he might promptly have 
surrendered in the first instance. 

In the case of In re Weighing of Freight by Carrier, 
28 I. C. C.,. 35 (see Traffic World. Aug. 9, 1913, page 289), 
the Commission held that “which trouble would be 


.avoided if the interested party could be notified before 


the car was received and unloaded, of exactly the amount 
upon which freight charges were to be assessed and 
given an opportunity to make whatever claim he desired 
in respect to weight before the unloading of the car. 
In our opinion every carload of freight, where track scales 
are relied upon to determine the weight upon which 
freight charges should be assessed should be weighed 
within 50 miles of the point of origin ordinarily. The 
result of this original weighing should be at once com- 
municated either to the consignor or the consignee, as 
the parties may direct. * * * 

“If the party notified so elects he should be permitted, 
without any expense to him, to require a third weighing 
of that car. The mere fact that the railroad has weighed 
it twice, with a different result, raises a presumption of 
error, which should fairly require the carrier to resolve 
the doubt at its own expense. In such case, the shipper 
should also be allowed, without liability to demurrage 
charges, a sufficient time in which to examine into the 
weight of the car before it is unloaded.” . 











Docket of The Commission 


Note.—items in the Docket marked with an asterisk (*) are 
new, having been added since last Friday’s Daily and since the 
fast issue of The Traffic World. Cancellations and postpone- 
ments announced too tate to make the change in this Docket 
wil) be noted elsewhere. 


November 1—Toledo, O.—Examiner Fleming 

: & S. 690—Vehicle rates from Toledo, Ohio. 

. & S. 703—Live poultry classification. 
November 1—Norfolk, Va. —Examiner La Roe: 

1. & S. 560—Rates on berries, fruits and vegetables from Vir- 
ginia and North Carolina stations to New York, N. Y., and 
other points. 

1. & S. 704—Fruits and vegetables from Norfolk, Va. 

November 2—Norfolk, Va.—Examiner La Roe 
8186—John L. Scott vs. Cape Charles R. R. ‘Co. et al. 
a gy 2—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
- & S. 636—Rates on broomcorn to Cincinnati. 


We rhaptention of the Associated Oil Co. and the Sou. Pac. 
7897—-LaCrosse Shippers’ Association et al vs. Ann Arbor 


R. R. et al. 

a Chamber of Commerce vs. B. & O. R. R. 
‘0. et 

7930—J. W. Cottrell Lumber Co. vs. Morgantown & Kingwood 
R. R. et al. 


November 2—Norfolk, Va.—Examiner La Roe: 
* 8332—W. H. Faison vs. S. A. L. Ry. et al. 
ane 4—Washington, D. C.—Examiner Woodward: 
& S. 596—Rates on pig iron from Virginia furnaces, 
teguebioge 4—Argument at Wa-hington, D. C.: 
7835—National Petroleum Assn. et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. et al 
—— Milk Exchange vs. P. B. & W. R. R. Co 
et a 
7865—Chamber of Commerce of Johnson City, Tenn., vs. Sou 
Ry. Co. et al. 
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November 5—Danville, Va.—Examiner La Roe: 
1. & S. 708—Danville, Va., class and commodity rates. 


November 5—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
7809—Beaver Valley Milling Co. et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. 
i Oe o> sae of Commerce, Washington, et al., vs. P. R. R. 
‘Oo. et al. 
November 5—Madison, Wis.—Examiner Fleming: 
7637—Gisholt Machine Co. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. Co. 


November 6—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
1. & S. 71—Rates on coal and coke from points on L. & N. 
to points on the Big Four. 
1. & S. 321—Rates on ena” "rom Virginia mir-~a 
. & S. 625—Rates on coke from Virginia points. 
\. & S: 633—Rates on coal from Virginia mines. 
3771—Stonega Coal and Coke Co. et al. vs. L. & N. et al. 


November 6—La Crosse, Wis.—Examiner Fleming: 
‘€782—West Salem Canning Co. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. Co. et al. 


November 8—Detroit, Mich.—Examiner Pugh: 
$181—Hammond, Standish & Co. et al. vs. Mich. Cent. R. R. 
et al. 
"November 8—Rhinelander, Wis.—Examiner Fleming: 
. & S. 687—Rates on lumber from Wisconsin points. 
snaeuea 8—Winston-Salem, N. C.—Examiner Disque: 
8201—R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. vs. Abilene & Sou. Ry. Co. 
et al. 
8249—R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al. 
November 8—Spokane, Wash.—Examiner Butler: 
7792—International Fuel Co. vs. Spokane Int. Ry. Co. et al. 
8063—Blackwell Lumber Co. vs. Mo. Pac. et al. 
a ee a Pine Manufacturers’ Assn. vs. Camas Prairie 
R. R. Co. et al. 


November 8—Philadelphia, Pa.—Examiner La Roe: 
8139—Joseph Bancroft & Sons Co. vs. N. Y. N. H. & H. et al. 


November 9—Philadelphia, Pa.—Examiner La Roe: 
8159—Keystone Plaster Co. vs. P. R. R. et al. 

November 9—Spokane, Wash.—Examiner Butler: 
8310—Northern Mercantile Co. vs. Ariz. East. Ry. Co. et al. 
8343—Rawson-Works Lumber Co. vs. Nor. Pac. Ry. Co. et al. 


November 10—Philadelphia, Pa.—Examiner La Roe: 
8163—Chas. K. Parry & Co. vs. LL & N. R. R. Co. et al. 
8243—William B. Lukens Lumber Co. vs. A. C. L. R. R. Co. 
et al. 
8158—E. I. Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co. vs. P. & R. Ry. 
Co. et al. 
7841—Thomas B. Hammer vs. A. C. L. R. R. Co. et al. 
* g229—-Coates Bros. vs. C. B. & Q. R.-R. Co. et al. 
rig x 140—Milwaukee, Wis.—Examiner Fleming: 
_ & $S. 683—Passenger fares from Milwaukee, Wis. 


asain 10—Minneapolis, Minn.—Examiner Pugh: 
1. & S. 675—Rates on lumber between points in Western 
Trunk Line territory. 
8142—Northern Pine Mfrs.’ Assn. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. Co. et al. 
ee ee 10—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
& S. 662—Terminal regulations at Boston. 
7696—-National Dock and Storage Warehouse Co. vs. B. & M. 


e s 613—New York-Jersey City ferry rates. 


November 11—Charlotte, N. C.—Examiner Disque: 
1. & S. 695—Rates on cast iron pipe from North Carolina 
points. 


November 11—Seattle,, Wash.—Examiner Butler: 
7885—B. E. Case, receiver, Red Cedar Shingle Manufacturers’ 
Assn. vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. Co. et al. 
8195—Produce Distributors’ Co. vs. L. V. R. R. Co. et al. 


November 11—Milwaukee, Wis.—Examiner Fleming: 
et al. 
7817—Oshkosh Excelsior Mfg. Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. 
7942—L.. S. Stearns Lumber Co. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. Co. et al. 
7964—Johnson Service Co. vs. Ann Arbor R. R. Co. et al. 


November 11—Minneapolis, Minn.—Examiner Pugh: 

1. & S. 706—South St. Paul live stock switching charges. 
November 11—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 

7806—Marshall Chamber of Commerce et al. vs. Mich. Cent. 


et al. 
6000—Federal Glass Co. et al. vs. C. R. I. & P. et al. 


November 12—New York, N. Y.—Examiner La Roe: 
7763—Palmer Lime and Cement Co. vs. P. R. R. Co. et al. 
7764—Palmer Lime and Cement Co. vs. P. R. R. Co. e+ a). 
7867—Palmer Lime and Cement Co. vs. P. R. R. Co. et al. 
7815—Palmer Lime and Cement Co. vs. P. R. R. Co. et al. 


November 12—Seattle, Wash.—Examiner Butler: 
8198—The Bon Marche vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. 
8206—Chas. H. Lilly Co. et al. vs. Nor; Pac. Ry. Co. et al. 


November 12—Milwaukee, Wis.—Y «aminer Fleming: 
8068—Kindling Machinery Co. vu. C. & N. W. Ry. Co. et al. 
8090—MacGillis & Gibbs Co. vs Northern Pacific Ry. Co. 
8109—Perahue-Stratton Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al 


November 12—Washington, D. C.—Examiner Thurtell: 

Fourth Section Application 10336, filed by R. H. Countiss, on 
behalf of various trans-continental lines, asking authority 
to extend application of the 55-cent rate on iron articles 
from all points in trans-continental groups ‘‘C’’ and ‘‘D’’ to 
Pacific coast terminals. 


November 12—Atlanta, Ga.—Examiner Disque: 
8196—Byrd-Matthews Lumber Co. et al. vs. Gainesville & 
Northwestern R. R. Co. et al. 
November 12—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
7766—C. M. & St. P. R. R. vs. Great Northern Ry. Co. 
a? ree Seating Co. vs. Grand Trunk West. Ry. Co. 
et a 
7735—B. Frankfeld & Co. vs. N. Y. C. R. R. Co. et al. 
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November 13—Seattle, Wash. Sicilians Butler: 
$235—D. J. Platt & Co: vs. Nor. Pac. R. R. Co. et al. 
8266—F. T. Crows & Co. vs. Great Northern Ry. Co. et al. 
barter “es ve) 13—Duluth, Minn.—Examiner Pugh: 
- & S. 700—Rates on matches. 


sidhonlina 13—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 

776i—Traftic Bureau of the Toledo Commercial Club et al. vs, 
Cc. H. & D. Ry. Co. et al. 

November 13—Milwaukee, Wis.—Examiner Fieming: 
8257—Rundle Mfg. Co. vs. C. & N. be Ry. Co. et al. 
8262—John B. A. Kern & Sons vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al. 
7861—Same vs. Same. 


November 15—Seattle, Wash.—Examiner Butler: 
8140—Transportation Bureau of New Seattle C. of C. va. Great 
Nor. Ry. Co. et al. 


November 15—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
7702—Galloway Coal Co. et al.. vs, A. G. S. R. R. Co. et al. 
7682—Black and White River Transportation Co. vs. Missouri 
Pacific Ry. Co. et al 
6798—Nashville Lumbermen’s Club vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al. 


November 15—St. Louis, Mo.—Examiner Gutheim: 
8083—Business Men’s League of St. Louis vs. A. T. & S. F. 
Ry. Co. et al. 
a 15—Chicago, Ill.—Examiner Fleming: 
. 648—Petroleum rates to Joliet, Il. 


November 15—Duluth, Minn.—Examiner Pugh: 
. & S, 709—Lake and rail rate cancellations. 


ect A. 15—Atlanta, Ga.—Examiner Disque: 
ar canna Freight Bureau vs, Atlanta & W. P. R. R. Coa. 
et a 
a iar 15—New York, N. Y.—Examiner La Roe: 
644—Official Classification territory paper rates. 
cree —New England Paper and Pulp Traffic Assn. vs. B. & 
et a 
6795—Martin Cantine Co. vs. C. H. & ‘D. et al. 
8070—Martine Cantine Co. vs. West Shore R. R. Co, et al. 
7497—Pulp — Paper Mfrs.’ Traffic Assn. vs, A. C. & Y. 
Ry. Co. et al. . ; 
November 15—Bluefield, W. Va.—Examiner Horton: 
* 8217—Pocahontas Coke Co. vs. Norf. & West. Ry. Co. et al. 
November 15—Chattanooga, Tenn—Examiner . Thurtell: 
* 8147—Chattanooga Implement and Mfg. Co. et al. vs. L. & N. 
R. R. Co. et al. 
enw ae 16—Chicago, Ill._—Examiner Fleming: 
. & S. 653—Peddler car regulations. 


ena 16—Tacoma, Wash.—Examiner Butler: 
et: “He 3 ‘oom & Tacoma Lumber Co. vs. G. H..& 8S. A. Ry. 
o. et a 
6872—Sprouse & Son vs. Nor. Pac. et a 
8008—Puyallup & Sumner Fruit 2 Sadar Association vs. Nor. 
Pacifie et al. 
November 16—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
7548—Swift & Co. vs. Union Pac. R. R. oe et al. 
7703—Swift & Co. vs. M. L. & T. R. R. &4 S. Co. et al. 
7287—United States Gypsum Co. vs. B. R. & P. Ry. Co. et al. 
7438—Niagara Gypsum Co, vs. B. R. & P. Ry. Co. et al 
November 16—Cincinnati, O.—Examiner Horton: 
* 7045—Dewey Bros. Co. vs. P. C. C. & St, Y a) Co. et al. 
* 7170—Dewey Bros. Co. vs. B. & Oo. S. W. Co. et al. 
* 8170—Goodin, Reid & Co. vs. N. 0. & mt x Fag Co. et al. 
* 8160—W. EK. Heyser Lumber So. vs. St. L. S. W. Ry. Co. et al. 
November 16—Asheville, N. Ape tie hd Worthington: 
* 8275—Western Carolina Lumber and Timber Assn. et al. vs. 
Sou. Ry. Co. et al. 


ae 17—Nashville, Tenn.—Examiner Thurtell: 
& S. 715—Live stock switching at Nashville, Tenn. 
* $186 Neshvinin Abbatoir, Hide and Smelting "Assn. et al. vs. 
L. & N. R. R. Co. et al. 
November 17—Macon, Ga.—Examiner Disque: 
8228—Freight Bureau, Chamber of Commerce of Macon vs. 
Clyde S. S. Co. et al. 
Nevesiier 17—Chicago, Ill.—Examiner Fleming 
. & S. 656—Rates on stone from Illinois nO 
. & S. 677—Concentration of eggs at Texas points. 
November 17—Fargo, N. D.—Examiner Pugh: 
. & S. 640—Rates on bananas to North Dakota points. 
Med 17—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
7176—Tennessee Copper Co. vs. Sou. Ry. Co. et al. 


7177—Tennessee Copper Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al. 
7178—Tennessee Copper Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al. 
7179—Tennessee Copper Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al. 
7185—Tennessee Copper Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al. 
7186—Tennessee Copper Co. Mg L. & N. R. R. Co. et al. 
7255—Tennessee Copper Co. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al. 


8124—Tanners’ Supply Co., Ltd. -, et al. vs. Ann Arbor R. R, 
Co. et al. 


8022—W. H. Fissell & Co. vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et al. 
November 17—Cincinnati, eer ey ans agg 


* 7283—Cambridge Tile Co. vs. A. C. R. Co. ét al, 
* 8157—Middle West Coal Co. vs. c a oO. Roy Co. et al. 
* 8189—Forbes Mfg. Co. vs. L. V. R. R. Co. et al. 


November 17—Jacksonville, Pia. —Examiner Werthingtos: 
* 7979—W. N. Seegar et al. vs. A.B. & A - R. R. Co. et al. 
November 18—Portland, Ore.—Examiner Butler: 
8036—Pacific Bridge Co. vs. S P. & S. Ry. Co. 
— apace Weinhard Brewery vs. O. W. R. R. & Nav. Co. 
eta 
3589—H. S. Giles & Co. et al. vs. Sou. Pac. et al. ’ 


ie rk wy 18—Chicago, I1l.—Examiner Fleming: : t 
& S. 698—Potato minimum weights. 
ae FS 18—Fargo, N. D.—Examine rae". 
7734—Fargo Foundry Co. vs. Mo. Pac. R 
7960—North Dakota Metal Culvert Co. oe ‘a “Nor. Ry. Co. 
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November 18—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
eS oe Utilities Commission 7 Kansas vs. A. & V. Ry. 
*Co. et al. 
6228—Topeka Traffic Assn. vs. A. & V. Ry. Co. et al, 
7605—Concordia Commercial Club et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. 
ae eee Commercial Club et al. vs..A. & V. Ry. Co. 
et al. 


November 18—Cincinnati, O.—Examiner Horton: 
* 8250—Jos. Joseph & Bros. Co. vs. D. & H. Co. et al. 
* aa. i ot Shoe & Schleyer Co. vs. C. C. C. & St. L. Ry. 
o. et al. 
* 8356—Champion Fighter Co. vs. Sou. Ry. Co. 
November 18—Tampa, Fla.—Examiner Worthington: 
* 8269—Miller-Jackson Grain Co. vs. Pontiac, O. & N. R. R. 
Co. et al. 
November 19—Portland, Ore.—Examiner Butler: 
3 eae Iron Works Co. et al. ys. Southern Pacific Co. 
et al. 
8118—Inman-Poulsen Lumber Co. et al. vs. Sou. Pac. Co. 
8173—Page & Son vs. O. W. R. R: & Nav. Co. et al. 


November 19—Tallahassee, Fla.—Examiner Disque: 
364—Railroad Commissioners of Florida vs. Cent. of Ga. R. 
R, Co. et al. 

‘November 19—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 

1. & S. 606—Rate increases in Western Classification terri- 
tory No. 2. 
November 19—Memphis, Tenn.—Examiner Thurtell: 
* 8337—Ward Lumber Co. et al. vs. Y¥. & M. V. R. R. Co. et al. 


November 20—Portland, Ore.—Examiner Butler: 
8191—Henry D. Davis Lumber Co, vs. Nor. Pac. et al. 
ne By ae Chamber of Commerce vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. 
o. et al. 
November 20—New York, N. Y.—Examiner La Roe: 
ae Oy York Mercantile Exchange vs. B. & O. S. W. R. R. 
o. et al. 
November 20—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
i. & S. 608—Rates on grain from Manitowoc, Wis. 
1. & S. 642—New Orleans-Texas rates. ° 
7101—Traffic Bureau Sioux City Commercial Club vs. Ameri- 
can Express Co. et al. 
%612—Iowa-Dakota Grain Co. et al. vs. Ill. Cent. et al. 
November 20—Evansville, Ind.—Examiner Horton: 
* 8152—Geo. L. Mesker & Co. vs. LL & N. R. R. Co. et al. 
* 8211—Geo. L. Mesker & Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al. 
* 8346—J. E. V. Stimson vs. Sou. Ry. Co. et al. 
* 8357—J. E. V. Stimson vs. B. & O. S. W. R. R. Co. et.al. 
November 20—Mobile, Ala.—Examiner Worthington: 
* 1, & S. 686—Rates on rosin from Mobile, Ala. 


November 22—Chicago, Ill.—Examiner Smith: 
* |, & S. 718—Southern Classification ratings. 
* 1, & S. 726—Classification of chain. 
November 22—Owensboro, Ky.—Examiner Graham: 
* 7156—Rockport Drain Tile Co. vs. Southern Ry. Co. 
* 8245—S. Rosenblatt vs..L. H. & St. L. Ry. Co. et al. 
November 23—Chicago, Ill.—Examiner Smith:. 
* 1. & S. 720—Rates on cement to International Falls, Minn. 
November 22—Portland, Ore.—Examiner Butler: 
8047—Beall & Co. et al. vs. S. P.. & S. Ry. Co. et al. 
8072—Beall & Co. et al. vs. O. W. R. R. & Nav. Co. et al. 


November 22—New Orleans, La.—Examiner Disque: 
8255—New Orleans Joint Traffic Bureau vs. Ala. & Miss. R. R. 


November 22—Indianapolis, Ind.—Examiner Fleming: 
1. & S. 697—Classification of cylinders. 
November 22—New York, N. Y.—Examiner La Roe: 
8192—Oyster Growers’ and Dealers’ Assn. of North America 
vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et al. 
November 22—Sioux Falls, S. D.—Examiner Pugh: 
$242—Nelson R. Rundall et al vs. C. & N. W. Ry. Co. et al. 


November 22—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
1. & S. 464—Lumber rates from Helena, Ark., and other points 
to Omaha, Neb., Des Moines, Ia., and other destinations. 
6537—Anderson-Tulley Co. vs. A. & V. Ry. Co. et al. 
7939—McCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. Great Nor. Ry. 
7726—William L. Cloninger vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al. 


November 22—Toledo,, O.—Examiner Dow: 
* 8369—F. H. Price & Co. et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al. 


November 22—Little Rock, Ark.—Examiner Thurtell: : 
* 8194—Wisconsin and Arkansas Lumber Co. et al. vs. St. Louis, 
Iron Mountain & Southern Ry. Co. et al. 


November 22—St. Louis, Mo.—Examiner Waters: 
* 1. & S. 696—Rates on hoops from Chaffee, Mo. 
* 8161—R. P. Atwood & Co. vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. Co. et al. 
* 6106—Bott Bros. Mfg. Co. vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. Co. et al. 
November 23—St. Louis, Mo.—Examiner Waters: 
* 8202—Granby Mining & Smelting Co. vs. A. T, & S. F. Ry. 
Co, et al. 
* 8215—Ford Mfg. Co. vs. C. C. C. & St. L. Ry. Co. et al. 
* 8244—Walter A. Zelnicker Supply Co. vs. St. L. & S. F. R. R. 
Co. et al. 
November 23—New York, N. Y.—Examiner La Roe: 
8041—Bush Terminal R. R. Co. vs. N. Y. C. R. R. Co. et al. 
8138—American Enamel Brick and Tile Co. vs. Aberdeen & 
_Rockfish R. R. Co. et al, 
November 23—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
7575—Staten & King Hardware Co. vs. Pennsylvania Co. et al. 
7929—Pilchner Hardware Co. vs. P. & L. E. Ry. Co. et al. 
7755—Reliance Brick and Tile Co. vs. Ill. Cent. Ry. Co. et al. 
7636—Heider Mfg. Co. vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et al. 
679—Storm “<< Tub and Tank Factory vs. Ind. Harbor Beit 
Ry. Co. et al. 
5826—Snow Lumber Co. vs. Raleigh, Charlotte & Sou. Ry. Co. 
et al. 
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November 23—Terre Haute, Ind.—Examiner Horton: 
* a EP Sand and Gravel Co. et al. vs. C. & E. I. R. R. 
. et al. 
* 8127—Daniel D. Cottrell and Bert Cottrell vs. C. T. H. & S. 
E. Ry. Co. 
November 24—San Francisco—Examiner Butler: 
* 8355—Crown Willamette Paper Co. vs. Sou. Pac. et al. 


November 24—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
7469—State Corporation Commission of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia vs. C. & O. Ry. Co. et al. 
7785—Hardwood Package Co. vs. New River, Holston & Wn. 
R. R. Co. et al. 
7598—Industrial Traffic Assn. vs. B. & O. Ry. Co. et al. 


November 24—Detroit, Mich.—Examiner Dow: 

* 7818—Port Huron & Duluth S. S. Co. vs. P. R. R. Co. et al. 

November 24—St. Louis, Mo.—Examiner Waters: 

* 8282—Julius Seidel Lumber Co. vs. Mo. Pac. Ry. Co. et al. 

* a vos Cement Plaster Co. vs. Akron, C. & Y. Ry. Co. 

al. 

* a ny Lime and Cement Co. vs. Pacific Mail S. S. Co. 

et al. 


November 24—Texakana.—Examiner Thurtell: 
* ra en Freight Bureau vs. St. L. I. M. & S. Ry. Co. 
et al. 


November 24—Louisville, Ky.—Examiner Fleming: 
18) entucky-Fadiane Hardwood Co. vs. Sou. Ry. in Miss. 
8261—Hillerich & Son Co. vs. Ill. Cent. R. R. Co. 


November 24—Indianapolts, Ind.—Examiner Horton: 

* ee en Commercial Club vs. C. H. & D. Ry. Co. 
et al. . 

* 8349—Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce et al. vs. St. LL & 
S. F. R. R. Co. et al. 


November 24—Chicago, Ill—Examiner Smith: : 
* 8960—Interstate Packing Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et ai. 
* 7665—Wm. Myer Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. 


November 24—Cairo, Ill_—Examiner Graham: 
* 8168—Cairo Milling Co. vs. M. & O. R. R. Co. et al. 


November 24—Meridian, Miss.—Examiner Worthington: 

* 6109—Meeds Lumber Co. vs. Ala. Cent. Ry. Co. et al. 

* 7207—Meeds Lumber Co. vs, Ala. Cent. Ry. Co. et al. 
November 26—Dayton, O.—Examiner Horton: 

* 7781—Srere Bros. & Co. vs. C. C. C. & St. L. Ry. Co. et al. 


November 26—Argument at Washington, ‘D.°C.: 
7235—Trexler Lumber Co. vs. P. B. & W. R. R. Co. et al. 
7203—American Woods Corporation vs. Sou. Ry. Co. et al. 
7754—Northern Lumber Co. et al. vs. Sou. Ry. Co. et al. 
7896—West Virginia Pulp and Paper Co. vs. B. & M. R. R. 
— Lumber Co. vs. Morgantown & Kingwood R. R. 

o. et al. 

8110—A. P. Kriel vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. 


November 26—Houston, Tex.—Examiner Thurtell: 
* 7591—Southern Rice Growers’ Association et al. vs. Tex. & 
N. O. B. BR. Co. et al. 
November 26—Cincinnati, O.—Examiner Disque: 
8197—L. A. Stroegel Co. vs. Illinois Central R. R. Co. et al. 
8226—Globe Soap Co. vs. Abilene & Southern Ry. Co, et al. 


November 26—St. Louis, Mo.—Examiner Waters: 
* 8263—Coal Operators’ Traffic Bureau of St. Louis vs. C. B. & 
Q. R. R. Co. et al. 
November 26—Spokane, Wash.—Examiner Pugh: 
!. & S. 711—1ron and steel articles to Spokane, Wash., and 
other points. 
oe Pacific Fruit Distributors vs. Nor. Pac. Ry. Co. 
et al. 
November 26—Boston, Mass.—Examiner La Roe: 
7479—Henry H. Carter vs. M. St. P. & S. S. M. Ry. Co. 
Ns & S. 648—Coal to Rhode Island points. 
November 26—Grand Rapids, Mich.—Examiner Dow: 
* = ae Lumber Exchange vs. Ann Arbor R. R. Co. 
et al. 


November 26—Chicago, IJl.—Examiner Smith: 

* 7297—Walter R. Kirk vs. M. K. & T. Ry. Co. of Tex. et al. 
* 7554—Peabody Coal Co. vs. C. & E. I. Ry. Co. et al. 

* 7820—Robinson Clay Product Co. vs. Canton & Y. Ry. et al. 


November 26—Memphis, Tenn.—Examiner Graham: 
* 7459—J. V. Stimson Lumber Co. et al. vs. C. R. I. & P. Ry. 
* 8071—Carrier Lumber and Mfg. Co. vs. Ill. Cent. R. R.. Co. 


et al. 
* 8174—Tallahatchie Lumber Co. vs. Y. & M. V. R. R. Co. et al. 
November 26—St. Louis, Mo.—Examiner Waters: 
* 6948—Walter A. Zelnicker Supply Co. vs. C. R. I. & P. Ry. Co. 
et al. 
November 27—Chicago, Ill.—Examiner Smith: 
- a Ee Pickle and Canning Co. vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. 
o. et al, 
* 8246—Reid, Murdock & Co. vs. C. & E. I. R. R. Co. et al. 
November 27—Memphis, Tenn.—Examiner Graham: 
* 6436—Oliver-Finney Co. vs. St. L. & S. F. R. R. Co. et al 
* 8155—Orgill Bros. & Co. vs. N. C. & St. L. Ry. Co. et al. 
November 27—Sacramento, Cal.—Examiner Butler: 
8013—Longton Produce Co. vs. Sou. Pac. et al. 


November 27—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 

7653—Union Lumber Co. vs. G. C. & S. F. Ry. Co. 

7660—A. S. Pierce vs. C. & N. W. Ry. Co. et al. 

7547—Theodor Kundtz vs. St. L. & S. F. R. R. Co. et al. 

7199—United Cigar Manufacturers” Co. vs. G. C. & S. F. Ry. 
Co. et al. 

7309—Providence Fruit and Produce Exchange et al. vs. M. 
St. P. & S. S. M. Co. et al. 
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November 27—Piqua, O.—Examiner Horton: 
* 8256—Geo. W. Hartzell vs. C. I. & L. Ry. Co. et al. 
November 29—Ogden, Utah—Examiner Butler: 
oer eee Portland Cement Co, vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry.. Co. 
et al. 
* 8316—H. L. Griffin Co. vs. Illinois Central R. R. et al. 
November 29—Boston, Mass.—Examiner La Roe: 
1. & S. 705—Boston and New York proportional rates. 


November 29—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
7601—Andrew Bros. & Co. et al. vs. P. R. R. Co. et al. 
5441—Iowa & Southwestern Ry. Co. vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. Co. 
7916—Indiana Transportation Co. vs. G. R: H. & C. Ry. 
7791—Pitt Gas Coal Co. vs. P. R. R. Co. et al. 


November 29—Seattle, Wash.—Examiner Pugh: 


|. & S. 679—Rates on iron and steel from Pacific coast points. 


8167—Three Lakes Lumber Co. et al. vs. Wash. Western Ry. 


November 29—Chicago, Ill—Examiner Dow: 

* ro Some and Paper Mfg. Assn. vs. Belt Ry. Co. of Chicago 
et al. 

November 29—Chicago, Ill.—Examiner Smith: 

* 8166—Morris & Co. vs. St. L. & S. F. R. R. Co. et al. 

* 8074—Swift & Co. vs. M. & O. R. R. Co. et al. 

* 8307—Swift & Co. vs. Ark. Cent. R. R. Co. et al. 

* 8264—Swift & Co. vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. Co. 

* may panes Paper and Pulp Assn. vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. 
et al. 


November 29—Fort Wayne, Ind.—Examiner Horton: 
* os City Hoop and Lumber Co. vs. C. H. & D. Ry. 
" al. 
November 29—Memphis, Tenn.—Examiner Graham: 
8296—Memphis Freight Bureau for Weiss & Lesh Mfg. Co. 
vs, Ill. Cent. R. R. Co. 


* 8317—Memphis Freight Bureau, for Pidgeon-Thomas Iron Co. 
vs. St. L. S. W. Ry. Co. et al. 


November 29—Springfield, Mo.—Examiner Waters: 
* 1. & S. 699—Rates on grain to Arkansas points. 


November 29—Dallas, Tex.—Examiner Thurtell: 
* = see <pemner of Commerce et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. 
. Co. et al. 


November 29—Baton Rouge, La.—Examiner Worthington: 
|. & S. 691—Rates on sweet potatoes from Louisiana stations. 
November 30—Salt Lake City—Examiner Butler: 
6636—Utah Wholesale Grocery Co. vs. N. & W. R. R. Co. et al. 
7489—Becker Brewing and Malting Co. et al. vs. D. & R. G. 
R. R. Co. et al. 
7563—W. A. Carl vs. S. P. L. A. & S. L. R. R. Co. 


‘November 30—Boston, Mass.—Examiner La Roe: 
8224—National League of Commission Merchants of the United 
States vs. Grand Trunk Ry. Co. 
$288—Atlantic Lumber Co. vs. A. C. L. et al. 


November 30—Chicago, Ill.—Examiner Smith: 

* wey ¢ Coal and Coke Co. vs. Tonopah & Goldfield R. R. 
e al. 

* 8366—Berry Coal and Coke Co. vs. C. R. I. & P. Ry. Co. et al. 

* 2 aad Coal and Coke Co. vs. Tonopah & Goldfield R. R. 
al. 

November 30—Alexandria, La.—Examiner Worthington: 

* se Brenner Lumber Co. vs. M. L. & T. Re. R. & 8S. S. 
o. 


November 30—Chicago, Ill.—Examiner Dow: 
* 3373—In the matter of the Muncie & Western R. R. Co. 


December 1—Kansas City, Mo.—Examiner Waters: 
7 7634—Chanute Refining Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al. 
8030—Texas, Oklahoma & Eastern R. R. Co. vs. St. L & S. F. 
P okt . Se 
—Carlisle Commission Co. vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. Co. et al. 
* 8190—Tarkio Champion Feed Co. vs. Mo. Pac. Ry. Co. et al. 


December 1i—Salt Lake City—Examiner Butler: 
7887—Zion Cooperative Mercantile Institution vs. C. R. L & P. 
Ry. Co. et al. 
7935—Baer Bros.’ Mercantile Co. vs. Petalume & Santa Rose 
Ry. Co. et.al. 
December 1—Chicago, Ill.—Examiner Smith: 
* 7070—Havana Metal Wheel Co. vs. C. P. & St. L. Ry. Co. et al. 
* 8128—Knudson & Mercer Lumber Co. vs. LL. & N. R. R. Co. 


et al. 

* pat hata Lumber Co. et al. vs. N. O. & N. E. R. R. Co. 
et al. 

December 1.—Chicago, [Ill.—Examiner Dow: 

*1. & S. 693—C. F. A. territory fresh meat and packing-house 
product rates. 


December 1—Monroe, La.—Examiner Worthington: 


* 8380—Monroe Grocer Co. vs. N. Y. N. H. & H. R. R. Co. et al. 
* 8285—Monroe Cotton Oil Co. vs. V. S. & P. Ry. Co. et al. 


December 2—Salt Lake City—Examiner Butler: 
8278—The Culmers Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al. 
bag ‘aad Machinery Co. vs. B. & O. S. W. R. R. Co. 
et al. 
December 2—Chicago, Ill.—Examiner Smith: 
* ee anene Sand & Gravel Co. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. Co. 
et al. 
* 8306—National Silica Co. vs. Toledo, Angola & West. Ry. et al. 
* as Ne Western Sand and Gravel Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. 
y. Co, 
December 2—Portland, Ore.—Examiner Pugh: 
aa Coast Lumber Mfg. Assn. et al. vs. Spokane P. & 
. et al. 
a ae eae Chamber of Commerce et al. vs. Spokane P. & 
. et al. 
8339—West Coast Lumber Manufacturers’ Association et al. 
vs. Tacoma East. Ry. Co. et al. 
December 2—Nashville, Tenn.—Examiner Graham: 
* 8273—City of Springfield, Tenn., et al. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. 
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* 6332—J. H. Wilkes & Co. vs. Ala. Gt. Sou. R. R. Co. et al. 

* 7883—W. T. Hardison & Co. vs. Pa. R. R. Co. et al. 
December 2—Kansas City, Mo.—Examiner ‘Waters: 

* 8199—Beekman Saw Mill Co. vs. St. L. I. M. & S. Ry. Co. etal. 
* 8227—O’Bear-Nester Glass Co. vs. Nor.-Pac. Ry. Co. et al. 

* 8232—-Kornfalfa Feed Milling Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. et al. 


DIGEST OF NEW COMPLAINTS 


No. 8216, Sub. No. 1. Texas Cement Plaster Co., Plasterco, 
Tex., and Oklahoma City, Okla., vs. Kansas City, Mexico & 
Orient R. R. Co. et al. 

Unjust, unreasonable and discriminatory rates on cement 
plaster from Plasterco, Tex., to destinations in Missouri in so 
far as they exceed the rates contemporaneously maintained 
from Acme and Agatite, Tex., to destinations published in 
F, A. Leland’s I. C. C., 937, Sup. No. 41. Ask for reasonable 


joint rates. 
John M. Duke, intervener, in I. C. C. 


No. 8242, Sub. No. 1, 
Docket No. 8242. 

Against failure and refusal to establish and maintain sched- 
ules or tariffs of rates for the interstate transportation of 
stock sheep from ultimate markets in South Dakota to the 
fattening and finishing grounds in South Dakota lying east of 
the Missouri River leading to the establishment of unjust and 
unreasonable rates to and between stations within the States 
of Wyoming, Nebraska, Colorado, Kansas, Iowa, Minnesota, 
North Dakota, Wisconsin, Illinois and South Dakota west of 
the Missouri River. Ask for desist and cease order, the es- 
tablishment of a rate not to exceed 75 per cent of the fat 
cattle and fat sheep rate and reparation. 

No. 8391. Torrey Cedar Co., Clintonville, Wis., vs. Chicago & 
Northwestern Ry. Co. et al. 

Unjust and unreasonable charges on shipments of cedar 
posts, Tigerton, Wis., to Letcher, S. D. Ask for application 
of the regular published tariff rate in effect at time shipment 
moved, and reparation. 

No. 8392. The Cullman (Ala.) Commercial Club vs. Louisville & 
Nashville R. R. Co. 

Against a rate of 68% cents on compressed cotton in bales 
from Cullman, Ala., to Cincinnati, O., as .excessive and un- 
duly discriminatory as compared with the rate concurrently 
in effect of 40 1-10 cents for the longer haul, Birmingham to 
Cincinnati, Cease and desist order, the establishment of an 
equitable and just rate and reparation asked for. 

No. 8393. Benton Harbor (Mich.) Malleable Foundry Co. vs. 
Cc. Cc. C. & St. L. Ry. Co. et al. 

Against a rate of .158 cents per 100 pounds on shipments 
of malleable castings, Benton Harbor, Mich., to Detroit, Mich., 
via Granger, Ind., as unreasonable. Ask for cease and desist 
order, the establishment of maxima rates and reparation. - 

No. 8394. Imperial Valley Oil and Cotton Co., El Centro, Calif., 
vs. Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe et al. 

Unjust and unreasonable rates and charges on a shipment 
of cotton bagging and baling ties from Houston, Tex., to 
Glendale, Ariz. Reparation asked to the basis of a subse- 
quently published rate. 

No. 8395. Spokane Lumber Co., Milan, Wash., vs. Great North- 
ern Ry. Co. et al. ; 

Unreasonable and unlawful published rates on lumber and 
in violation of the provisions of the Fourth Section as con- 
tained in Countiss’ Eastbound Transcontinental Freight Bu- 
reau Tariff I. C. C. 1003, as applied to shipments of lumber 
from Milan, Wash., to points in Colorado. Ask for cease and 
desist order, the establishment of just, reasonable and non- 
discriminatory rates on. fir and pine lumber, and reparation. 

No. 8396. La Junta Melon and Produce Assn., La Junta, Colo., 
vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al. 

Against the use of estimated weights of containers used in 
shipment of cantaloupes, resulting in unjust and unreasonable 
charges, also excessive refrigeration charges. Ask for just 
and reasonable rules and reparation. 


No. 8397. Goodner-Malone Co. et al., Muskogee, Okla., vs. .Mis- 


souri, Oklahoma & Gulf Ry. Co. et ‘al. 

Unjust, unreasonable and unduly discriminatory rates and 
charges on cranberries, C. L., from eastern points of origin 
to Muskogee, as compared with the rates concurrently in 
efect to Ft. Smith, Ark. Just, reasonable and non-discrim- 
inatory rates asked for and reparation. 

No. a E. Heend, Clinton, Ia., vs. Chicago & Northwestern 
Ry. Co. y 

Unjust,’ unreasonable, and discriminatory rates on_ rags 
Clinton, Ia., to Chicago, Ill., and in favor of Cedar Rapids, Ia. 
Asks for the establishment of maxima rates and reparation. 

No. 8399. Sergeant Glass Co., Sergeant, Pa.,.vs. Pennsylvania 
R. R. Co. et al. 

Unjust, unreasonable and discriminatory rates on rough 
rolled glass from Sergeant, Pa., to points in Canada, and in 
favor of Port Alleghany. Asks for the establishment of 
maxima rates on the baSis of the Pittsburgh rates instead of 
on the basis of the Morgantown group. 

No. 8400. Wm. Henderson, New Orleans, La., vs. Franklin & 
Abbeville R. R. Co. et al. 

Against a rate of 30 cents per 100 pounds on black ‘strap 
molasses from Sterling, La., to Kansas City, as unjust and 
unreasonable. Ask for the establishment of a rate not to 
exceed 28 cents. and reparation. 

No. 8401. Louis Werner Stave Co., Shreveport, La., vs. Inter- 
national & Great Northern. ‘ 

Against a rate of 22 cents on staves, West Bank, Tex., to 
Galveston, as unjust, uMreasonable and against a charge of 
1% cents for wharfage at Galveston, for export. Asks for a 
cease and desist order and reasonable rates, 

No. 8402. Friedman & Hasson, Tuscaloosa, Ala., vs. Alabama 
Great Southern. 

Ask the commission to waive the collection of alleged under- 
charges on cotton moving into Epes Station, Ala., for com- 
pression and out on the balance of the through rate. De- 
fendant, under the rule of the Commission, is seeking to 
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compel the payment of $554 of “under charges” arising 
through the application, by the agent of the railroad com- 
pany, of time expired expense bills as credits on freight bills 
for the outbound movement. 
No. 8403, Charles C. Keeley, Omaha, vs. Chicago Great Western 
and the Canadian Pacific. 
Unjust and unreasonable charges on shipments of second 
hand machinery from Omaha to Saskatchewan, Can., charges 


being assessed on the approximate weight instead of on the 


C. L. minimum. Asks for reparation. 
No. 8404 Lindsay Commission Co,, Missoula, Mont., vs. North- 
ern Pacific Co, et al. 
a a rate of 60 cents per 100 pounds on dried beans, 
Cc. L,, from Kendrick and Troy, Idaho, to Missoula, Mont., as 
unjust, unreasonable and discriminatory. Asks for the appli- 
cation of a published rate of 49 cents to be applied as max- 
. ima between the points named and reparation. 
No. 8405. Chattanooga (Tenn.) Sewer Pipe and Fire Brick Co. 
vs. Alabama Great Southern et ‘al. 
+, Hxcessive, unreasonable and unduly discriminatory rates on 
fire brick from Chattanooga, Tenn., to points of destination 
: in North Carolina, South. Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, 
Mississippi, Louisiana, Tennessee, Kentucky, Virginia and 
West Virginia. Asks for the establishment of maxima rates 
+ not to exceed the rates contemporaneously in effect on pressed 
; Paving and building brick, lowest combination rates or such 
aa rates as the Commission,may deem just and reasoi- 
able. 


MINOR UNREPORTED OPINIONS 


‘ ee of Unreportéd Opinions may be obtained from the 
Po — office of The Traffic Service Bureau at a nominal 
rice. 


No. 2143, Case No. 5934. Fullerton Moses ,Tie Company vs. 
Mo.. Pac. et al. Original decision affirmed on rehearing and 
complaint dismissed. oP Conv 

_ No. 2144, Case No. 6069. Russell Creamery Co. vs. Gt. Nor. 
Express Co. Express rates on milk from Graham and ASkov, 
Minn., to Superior, Wis., unreasonable, and reparation’ awarded. 

No. 2145, Case No. 6462. E. A. Nordstrum vs. C. M. & St. 
‘P. et al. Rates on bulk corn; C. L., from Yorkshire, Ia., to 
Kansas City, Mo., unreasonable and reparation awarded. 

No. 2146, Case No. 6790. Peden Iron and Steel Co. vs. Sou. 
Pac. et al. On rehearing former award of reparation increased. 
Combination of fifth class from Wheeling, W. Va., to New York, 
N. Y., and third and fourth class rates to San Antonio, Tex., on 
mattocks, picks, sledges and bars unreasonable. 

No. 2147, Case No. 6966. Stanley Works vs. P. R. R. et al 
Charges collected on L. C. L. shipments of iron hinges from 
Niles, Ohio, to Murphy, N. C., at joint rate applicable over 
route designated by shipper not unreasonable because a lower 
combination applied over another available route. Complaint 
dismissed. 

No. 2150, Case No. 7441. Tri-State Loan and Trust Co., re- 
ceiver Kerr-Murray Mfg. Co., vs. Wabash R. R. Co. et al. and 
Fourth Section Application No. 2060. 1. Rate charged on car- 
load of structural iron from Fort Wayne, Ind.; to Watertown, 
Wis., found to have 'béen unreasonable to the extent that it ex- 
ceeded the aggregate of the intermediate rates concurrently in 
effect to and from Chicago. Reparation awarded. 2. That 

rtion of Fourth Section Application No. 2060 filed by J. F. 

ucker, agent, which. seeks authority to continue a rate on 
structural iron in carloads from Ft. Wayne to Watertown, in 
excess of the aggregate of intermediate rates to and from Chi- 
cago denied. 

No. 2151, Case No. 7174. Coe, Converse & Edwards vs. B. 
& oO. S. W. R. R. Co. et al. Rate charged on three carload 
shipments of nursery ‘stock from Vincennes, Ind., to Ft. At- 
kihnson, Wis., found to have been unreasonable to the extent 
that it exceeded the aggregate of intermediate rates. Repara- 
tion awarded, 

No. 2155, Case No. 7775. Scott Paper Co. vs. P. & R. Ry. 
Co: et al. Minimum weight applied by defendants on carload of 
toilet paper from Philadelphia to San Francisco, Cal., found to 
have been unreasonable. Reparation awarded. 

No. 2158, Case No. 7706. Ennis, Brown & Co. vs. Sou. Pac. 
Co. Charges collected on a carload of onions from Medford, 
Ore., to Weed, Cal., found to have been unreasonable to the 
extent that they exceeded the charges that would have accrued 
at a rate of 21.5 cents per 100 pounds. ~- Minimum 24,000 pounds. 
Reparation awarded. 


No. 2161, Case No. 7577. Orgill Bros. & Co. vs. Ill. Cent. R. 
R. Co. Following Orgill Bros. & Co. vs. I. C. R. R., Unreported 
Opinion No. A759, Reparation awarded on account of unreasun- 
able charges collected by defendant for the transporation of 
eight carloads of plows to Coldwater, Miss. 

No. 2162. Case No. 7566. National Pickle and Canning Co. 
vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. Co. Rate charges on carload shipments of 
tomato pulp in casks from Keokuk, Ia., to St. Louis, Mo., not 
found to have beén unreasonable. Complaint dismissed. 

No. 2165, Case No. 7531. Chattanooga Medicine Co. vs. C. N. 
Oo. & T. P. Ry. Co. Rates charged on shipments of metal signs 
from Cincinnati, O., to Chattanooga, Tenn., not found unreason- 
able or unduly prejudicial. Reparation awarded on account of 
an overcharge. 

No. 2169, Case No. 7366.. Thomas Motor Car Co. vs. C. R. I. 
& G. Ry. Co. et al. Following dunnage allowances, 30 I. C. C., 
538, and Lusby vs. 8S. P. Co., reparation on account of charges 
collected for the transportation of dunnage used in connection 
with shipment of automobileg from Detroit, Mich., to Los An- 
geles, Cal., denied, 

No. 2159, Case 7639. What Cheer Tool Co. vs. Kanawha & 
Michigan Ry. Co. et al. Shipment of handled axes from: West 
Charleston, W. Va., to What Cheer, Ia., found to have bcen 
misrouted by the Kenawha & Michigan. Reparation awarded. 
‘ No. 2172, Case No. 7141. Lippard-Stewart Motor Car Co. 
et al. vs. Mich. Cent. R. R. Co. et al. Claim for reparation 
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et med barred by the statute of limitations. Complaint dis- 
missed. 

No. 2176, Case No. 7094. Muskogee Wholesale Grocery Co. 
vs. St. L. & S. F. R. R. Co. et al. Charges collected for the 
transportation of a carload of bicarbonate of soda from Syra- 
cuse, N. Y.,.to Muskogee, Okla., found to have been unlawful 
and unreasonable. Reparation awarded. 

No. 2177, Case 7273. American Lumber and Manufacturing 
Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co, et al. Complainant shipped two car- 
loads of lumber from Careyville, Fla., originally consigned to 
Cincinnati, O., but reconsigned to Harrisburg, Pa., and one car- 
load from Blontstown, Fla., consigned to Cincinnati and recon- 
signed to, Elizabeth, N. J. The reconsignments were e*ected by 
the L. & N. at Cincinnati and charges were collected based on 
the aggregates of the intermediate rates. Held, That the re- 
consignments should have been permitted on the basis of the 
joint rates contemporaneously in effect from Careyville to Har- 
risburg and the combination of intermediate rates from Blonts- 
town to Elizabeth based on Marianna, Fla., plus $5 per car for 
the extra services incident to the reconsignments. Reparation 
awarded. 

No. 2178, Case No. 7184. F. S. Harmon & Co. vs. C. & N. 
W. Ry. Co. et al. Charges on five less-than-carload shipments 
of chair bases from Port Washington, Wi:., to Tacoma, Wash., 
found to have been unreasonable. Reparation awarded. 

No. 2179, 1. & S. Case No, 585. Switching charge at Ridge 
Farm, Ill. Proposed withdrawal of switching charges on grain 
and coal between Farmers’ Elevator Co. siding at Ridge Farm 
and tracks of the Big Four justified and suspension vacated. 


SUSPENDED TARIFFS 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 


October 25, in I. and S. No. 732, the Commission suspended 
from October 26 until February 23, Supplement No. 1 to the 
Kansas City Southern I. C. C. No. 3411. The suspended supple- 
ment cancels a rate of 10 cents on lumber from Pickering, La., 
and other points of origin to Galveston, Tex. The proposed 
rate is 13% cents. 








October 25, in I. and S. No. 733, the Commission suspended 
from October 27 until February 24, items in Supplements Nos. 
14 and 15 to Hinton’s I. C. C. No. A88. The suspended items 
increase basing rates on sewer pipe, carloads, from Jackson- 
ville, Fla., as follows: 


Rates in Cents per 100 Pounds. 


To— Present. Proposed. 
RI, FE. «no ie Sng cicd ok) che otvpcatia omnes 13 15.5 
I Is “in ibaa otach eae eae ae clink & Cath eae 6 12 
en || Neth anaes aaarea als 6 12 
ES eis oe chanted e800 bce e kano ee ees 6 12 


October 23, the Commission, in I. and S. 731, suspended 
Spokane & Inland Empire I. C. C. 107 from October 26 to No- 
vember 26. That tariff, when reissued, omitted the minimum 
on lumber loaded in open cars. When the error was discov- 
ered a correction was started on its way but the suspension 
of the erroneous tariff is necessary by reason of the fact that 
unless suspended it will be in effect for several days before 
the corrected tariff could become effective. .On the eective 
date of the correction the suspension order will be vacated. 

October 28, in I. and S. No. 675, the Commission further 
suspended from Nov. 6, 1915, until May 6, 1916, schedules in 
the following tariffs: 

Cc. & N. W: Ry. Co. Sup. No. 15 to I. C. C. No. 7460; 

Cc. B. & Q. R. Re Co. Sup. No. 32 to I. C. C. No. 6705, Sup. No. 
33 to I. C. C. No. 6705, Sup. No. 13 to I. C. C. No. 9676; 

Chicago Gt. Western R. R. Co. Sup No. 12 to ICC No. 4929; 

Cc. M. & St. P. Ry. Sup. No. 12 to C. M. & St. P. I. C. C. No. 
B2778: 

Cc. R. I. & P. Ry., H. U. Mudge and Jacob M. Dickinson, re- 
ceivers, Sup. No. 13 to I. C. C. No. C9118, Sup. No. 25 to 
I. C. C. No. C9214; 

Cc. St. P. M. & O. Ry. Sup. No. 3 to I. C. C. No. 3968; 

Duluth, South Shore & Atlantic Ry. I. C. C. No. 2659, Sup. No. 
tal €. C. No. 3650: 

Gt. Northern Ry. Co. Sup. No. 7 to I. C. C. No. A3652; 

M. & St. L. R. R. Co. Sup. No. 21 to I. C. C. No. A82; 

M. St. P. & S. S. M. Ry. Sup. No. 3 to I. C. C. No. 3610, Sup. 
No. 2 to I. C. C. No. 3611; 

Nor. Pac. Ry. Co. Sup. No. 2 to I. C. C. No. 5761; 

E. B. Boyd, agent, Sup. No. 95 to W. T. L. I. C. C. No. 605. 
The suspended schedules increase rates on lumber from St. 

Paul, Minneapolis and Duluth, Minn., and other points of origin 

to Chicago, Ill., and points taking same rates. They were first 

suspended from July 9 and later dates to November 6. 

October 28, in I. and S. No. 735, the Commission suspended 
from Nov. 1, 1915, until Feb. 29, 1916, schedules in the following 
tariffs: 

B. & OR. R. Co. IL. C. C. 14160; 

Indiana Harbor Belt R. R. Co. I. C. C. Nos. 406, 407; 

Mich. Cent. R. R. Co. Sup. No. 4 to I. C. C. No. 4803; 

N. Y. C. R. R. Co. (Line Buffalo, N. Y., Clearfield, Pa., and 
West) Sup. No. 26 to I. C. C. No. A3245 (L. S. & M. S. 
series), effective November 15. 

Pennsylvania Co. Sup. No. 3 to I. C. C. No. F647, Sup. No. 4 
to I. C. C. F647. 

The suspended schedules increase rates on sand from points 
in Indiana to Chicago and points taking same rates. The pres- 
ent and proposed rates, per car of 80,000 pounds, from Dune 
Park, Ind., to several destinations, are as follows: 


To— Present. Proposed. 
Bais tie nr Ua els Gnd » Abapsh eeire lao nae $6.00 $10.06 
Se IS TE coin 20:4 ow bin ohie 0 a We bho cats 6.00 10.00 
I ae as ons ce dinwed oss ones kha e909 6.00 10.006 
eS IEE Ae errr ee err icnt 6.00 10.00 
TUES Seicakaealascveosccehessdccccebehen® 6.00 10.00 
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Increasing Efficiency on the Short Haul 


New Devices, Suggestions and Methods for Increasing Efficiency in Freight Handling and 
Other Branches of Traffic Work. Contributions Are Welcomed. Tue TRAFFIC 
Wor.p Will Be Pleased to Answer Inquiries Concerning Any De- 


INDUSTRIAL TRUCKS IN SERVICE OF 
THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD 


(By T. V. Buckwalter, at the convention of the Electric Vehicle 
Association of America.) 


The writer feels honored to be invited to prepare a 
paper on industrial trucks for presentation before the 
Electric Vehicle Association. 

The industrial trucks in vse by the Pennsylvania 
Railroad have been described in papers presented before 
the S. A. E., the small trucks are treated in Transactions, 





vice or Method Mentioned in This Department 











of each class have been constructed, as demanded by 
the condition at each installation. 

Baggage Truck.—The baggage trucks are character- 
ized by a height of about two-thirds the distance from 
the platform to the baggage-car floor. This works out 
at about 30 inches. The length is controlled generally by 
existing elevator sizes and ranges from 9 to 12 feet. 
The width is slightly greater than the length of large 
trunks, generally 44 inches. 

‘A modification of the baggage truck has a body only 
9 inches high for use in depressed-track stations, where 


ie ae ae 


1910, page 310, and the “Electric Tractor” in Trans- 
actions, 1914. page 231. 

The suggestion to devote this paper to results of 
operation is heartily concurred in, and your time will not 
be taken in repeating information which is already avail- 
able. 

The industrial truck as at present developed com- 
prises several general classes, as governed by condition 
of service. These are: 


Baggage and mail trucks for use in passenger sta- 
tions, warehouse trucks for freight stations and ware- 
houses; shop trucks for railroad shops and general 
industrial purposes; electric tractors for propelling freight 
cars over street-railway track. 

There are no well-defined lines of demarcation be- 
tween the first three classes, and several modifications 


STORAGE BATTERY TRUCK LIGHTENING LABOR IN A WAREHOUSE. 


the car floor is but slightly higher than the station plat- 
form. 

Warehouse Trucks.—The electric warehouse trucks 
are characterized by a depressed portion at one end to 
facilitate loading, and delivery of the load into the end of 
the car. 

The restrictions limit the height to about 10 inches, 
the width to about 40 inches and the overall length to 
less than 9 feet. 

Shop Trucks.—The use of shop trucks is subject to 
a variety of conditions as regards relative size and bulk 
of material handled. This has required a number of 
modifications in truck sizes. 

A distinct shop-truck class has therefore not been 
developed, but adaptation made of baggage and warehouse 
classes, 

Double-End Control.—Railroad stations and shops are 
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generally congested, runways as narrow as conditions 
will allow; therefore, with the object of avoiding entirely 
the necessity of turning around, thereby blocking other 
traffic, railroad industrial trucks have been constructed 
with double-end control. This feature permits of operation 
with equal facility in either direction, reducing congestion 
to a minimum. 

An exception is the warehouse truck, which must 
have the low frame available for operation into freight 
cars. 

Four-Wheel Steer.—Space required to. turn is still 
further reduced by steering four wheels instead of two, 
and operation is made exactly in either direction. This 
eliminates the dangerous practice of running two-wheel 
steering trucks backward. 

Two-Wheel Drive.—Sufficient traction for all ordinary 
work is available with two-wheel driving, and therefore 
four-wheel driving complication is. avoided. 

Voltage.—The voltage of industrial trucks has been 
selected after a careful study of the advantages of pre- 
vailing commercial truck standards and of much lower 
voltages, and was finally adopted at 24 volts as the mini- 
mum at which efficient motors were obtainable, in con- 
sideration: of the preponderant advantages of the low- 
voltage - battery. 

The .24-volt battery has the following advantages: 
Minimum number of cells, minimum number of connec- 
tors; consequently, minimum possibility of jar and _ con- 
nector breakage, minimum cost per unit of capacity, 
minimum weight per. unit of capacity. : 

Capacity—The capacity of industrial trucks was 
worked out at 4,000. pounds as the maximum that could 
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Larger than 4,000-pound trucks are too cumbersome 
and smaller trucks do not handle enough to realize the 
full efficiency of the service. 

A 50 per cent overload factor has been found desir- 
able, which makes a total weight as much as can be 
quickly handled. 

Speeds.—High-speed capacity has been found of little 
or no value, for the reason that the speed is entirely a 
matter of condition and amount of congestion of runways, 
presence of other people who have other duties besides 
looking out for trucks. Therefore the speed has been 
gradually reduced, as our experienced increased, to the 
present standard of six or seven miles per hour with 
the empty truck and five to six miles per hour loaded. 

General.—The foregoing is intended as a general de- 
scription of trucks designed to meet railroad conditions 
of service as these conditions appear to railroad men. 
If certain characteristics are considered essential in an 
industrial truck, every effort has been made to obtain 
such desirable characteristics, sometimes at an increased 
cost, over simpler but less efficient structures. 

Operating Results——It is understood this association 
is interested chiefly in operating results. The appended 
table, entitled Summary of Operating Data, year 1914, 
should be found particularly interesting. 

This table shows all labor and operating charges for 
the year 1914 for a total of 212 trucks. 
be readily and safely handled within narrow and con- 
gested inclosures, in consideration of the absolute neces- 
sity of quick stopping and positive and quick manipula: 
tion of control mechanism. 


ELECTRIC TRUCKS—SUMMARY. OF OPERATING DATA, YEAR 1914, 
SHOP TRUCKS. 


Average monthly data all trucks, 


Averages per truck month, 


Labor. Material. 
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Average monthly data all trucks. Averages per truck month. 
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1. The efficiency standing of each truck installation is indicated on a percentage basis, 


2. Shop truck efficiency is based on saving in labor effected. 


3. Baggage truck efficiency is based on cost of maintenance per truck month. 
4. In each case the best showing is indicated as 100 per cent efficiency. 
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The table is arranged in two sections devoted to 
total charges for all trucks at each installation and av- 
erages per truck-month for each installation. 

There is naturally a wide variation in some of the 
charges, due to difference in current cost, ranging from 
5 mills to 10 cents per k. w. h. to the number of trucks 
in the installation and the character of the work. 

The shop trucks include labor charges of drivers, but 
the baggage trucks do not include these charges, for the 
reason that the trucks are driven by the baggage porters. 

The installations are given: an efficiency standing 
based on saving on shop trucks and on cost of operation 
on baggage trucks. The former is computed on saving, 
because these trucks handle work formerly done by 
manual labor, and the saving is readily computed. How- 
ever, the figures do not represent the total saving, as, for 
instance, increased efficiency of the shop, due to having 
material handled on a regular and prompt schedule, does 
not admit of calculation. The old practice of helping 
out the labor gang with machinists is largely avoided. 

The saving effected in baggage service is consid- 
erable, and some figures are available, but were not 
considered sufficiently complete to be presented at this 
time. This saving is difficult of calculation. The char- 
acter of the service has changed considerably since the 
introduction of electric trucks. The parcel post, formerly 
non-existent, is now a large and important part of the 
work. The labor force has not, generally speaking, been 
decreased, but, on the other hand, the business has in- 
creased. 

Rush periods can now be handled without borrowing 
untrained men from other departments. A better class 
of.men continue in service, as compared with the rapidly 
changing force in the old days. 

The operating people consider that the most impor- 
tant advantage of electric baggage trucks is relief to 
terminal congestion and prompt dispatch of trains, re- 
sulting from avoidance of baggage detention. 
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The saving effected is not stated on certain installa- 
tions. This does not indicate absence of saving, but 
failure of operating people to ascertain same in time for 
this paper. The installations omitted would be near the 
top of the list. 

Under the heading “Number of Trucks” is indicated 
the number at the beginning and the end of the year, but 
averages are based on actual truck-months. 

Electric Tractor. 

The electric tractor has now been in service 31 
months and has proved entirely satisfactory. A descrip- 
tion of this machine will be found in the S. A. E. Pro- . 
ceedings, year 1914, page 231. A brief description, how- 
ever, may be of interest: 

The machine is intended to replace horses in the 
operation of freight cars on track laid on paved streets. 
The tractor runs on the pavement, and the fundamental 
reason for the success following its operation is the 
ability to be operated without confinement to rails. 

Cars can be handled from either end by either end 
of the tractor. 

Steering, driving and braking is on four wheels. 

The tire size is 60 inches by 6 inches dual. Weight 
29,000 pounds. 

Drawbar capacity 8,000 pounds at 2 m. p. h. 

Normal speed 6 m. p. h. with one car on level tangent. 

Brakes can be operated by hand or automatic air. 

Radial draft gear with standard couplers is provided 
at each end. 

The diameter of the steering wheel is 42 inches, with 
other parts in proportion. 

The brake shoes are four in number, 2% inches wide 
by 30 inches diameter. 

Driving gears are 33 inches diameter and 4 inches 
wide on each wheel. 

The machine is shown on appended photograph. 

The results of operation are shown on the attached 
table. 


AVERAGE DAILY PERFORMANCE OF ELECTRIC TRACTOR BY MONTHS. 
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AVERAGE DAILY PERFORMANCE OF ELECTRIC TRACTOR BY MONTHS. of 
Hours Discharge Internal Total 
on Hoursin in Ampere Number of Cars Handled. Move- Weight, Daysin Days Out 
1914. Charge. Service. Hours. Miles. In. Out. Total. ments. Tons. Service. Service. $3 
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Loss of time in 2% years is 9 days, due to failure 
of the machine. 

Saving over investment 71 per cent, saving per day 
$32.25. ' 

In traveling 8,804 miles the machine has handled cars 
aggregating 287 miles in length. 

Cost of service per ton based on cars in and out is 
2.4 cents, but operating cost on all cars handled is only 
1.04 cents per ton. 

Internal movements have reference to cars moved 
from point to point within the trackage operated by the 
tractor. These movements were not included in total 
costs of service. 


PREVENTING LOSS AND DAMAGE 


(By George T. Haywood, head clerk, loss and damage, Central 
of Georgia, in ‘‘The Right Way.’’) 


In every business, be it an individual or a corpora- 
tion, there is every precaution taken to safeguard the 
property or stock, reducing to a minimum, loss account 
of irresponsible persons, or carelessness; every means is 
being used to educate employes to that state of perfec- 
tion where every individual will realize the importance 
of conscientiously looking after the interest of the com- 
pany he represents. 

The objects of the Loss and Damage Bureau are to 
educate the employes, to reduce to a minimum errors 
resulting in loss or damage, to increase employes’ interest 
in protecting from rough handling and pilfering of prop- 
erty intrusted to the company. As the company is the 
employes, it is employes to whom the property is in- 
trusted while in transit from consignor to consignee. 





hence every employe should feel that he is personally’ 


responsible, to the extent of protecting the property to 
the same extent as he would perform a personal trust. 


Loss and damage account, every dollar of which repn- 
resents a dead loss, has always been one of the greatest 
problems that confronts our officials, not only from a 
financial standpoint, but there is another, that of giving 
our patrons the service they have a right to demand, that 
of delivering shipment to them promptly and in good 
order; by so doing we hold their good-will, make friends 
that will stand by us and smooth the way for our solicit- 
ing agents. Good, clean, honest service is the strongest 
soliciting medium a transportation company can possess; 
it is essential to success. 


In order for the bureau to get results it needs and 
must have the co-operation of every employe of the trans- 
portation department who, directly or indirectly, handles 
freight; from the receiving clerk, whose duty it is to 
see that a good beginning is made by assuring himself 
that a shipment receipted for is what the receipt repre- 
sents, that it is in proper condition and properly marked 
for transportation, to the employes, making final delivery 
to consignee at destination. 


Let us review some of the causes for which the com- 
pany during the fiscal year paid out the large sum of 
$91,790.15. 

Loss of entire package, $18,169.76. This repre- 
sents disappearances of packages which loading point 
claims loaded and destination fails to find it in car; as 
none of these packages were reported over on line of 
Central of Georgia, where did they go? These packages 
are either trucked into wrong car, going off the line of 
Central of Georgia Railway. or must necessarily slip out 
of possession of the company through negligence or lack 
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of watchfulness on part of one or more of our employes; 
if loaded in a car in local trade, the crew may unload 
it at a flag station, or at some point it does not belong, 
so this class of loss is up to the employes who do the 
loading and unloading of freight. 

Next is located and concealed losses from packages, 
$8,072.18; think of this amount being paid out in twelve 
months for freight pilfered in transit. part of contents 
of packages removed while intrusted to the company, 
with its army of trusted employes, every one of whom 
should have the company’s interest.at heart to such an 
extent as to consider himself personally obligated to do 
his part to protect the company from irresponsible or 
dishonest persons. Let every one of us endeavor to stop 
this pilfering. ; 

Now let us consider damage, $44,949.25, or 49 per 
cent of the total amount paid for all loss and damage. 

Digest this thoroughly—49 per tent of the total loss 
and damage is the result of carelessness or indifference. 
A box of glass handled like a pig of iron, a hard kick 
in switching a car, or a too sudden slapping on air brakes, 
causing a general mixup of merchandise, such knocks 
sometimes breaking two-by-four bracing. 

So every one of us contribute to this loss and dam- 
age—the engineer, the conductor, his crew, the yardmen— 
all who directly or indirectly handle freight; now let us 
resolve to do our part, and at the end of this fiscal year 
we will see an improvement over every previous year. 

Remember that the object of the bureau is to keep 
behind these irregularities, to tell you about them, that 
you may do your part. 


FORREST YARD, NEAR MEMPHIS 


(Southern News Bulletin) 

Forrest, the classification yard and engine terminal, 
six miles east of Memphis, just put in service by South- 
ern Railway, is modern in every respect, and provides 
ample facilities for handling a great volume of business 
through the Memphis gateway. The terminal was named 
in honor of the great Confederate cavalry leader, Gen. 
Nathan Bedford Forrest. 

The yard is about 14% miles long and contains 14.7 
miles of track. It is arranged in two separate groups, 
each having a distribution and receiving yard, the com- 
bined capacity being 903 cars. Movement from one group 
of tracks to another is made by a system of double slip 
switches. 

Among the facilities provided at Forrest are a 12-stall 
roundhouse, with a ninety-foot power turntable, of latesi 








. type and heaviest capacity, strong enough to accommo- 


date the heaviest class of power now in use, and a mod- 
ern plant for furnishing coal, water and sand to loco- 
motives. 

The coal-handling plant is of reinforced concrete, with 
machinery for mechanically handling and automatically 
weighing the coal issued to locomotives. It is electrically 
operated, and coal dumped from hopper-bottom cars is 
conveyed to an overhead storage bin of 1,000 tons ca- 
pacity, from which it is dropped to weighing pockets 
and issued direct to locomotives, the supply given to each 
locomotive being weighed by subtracting-beam type-reg- 
istering scales. Ground storage for 7,500 tons has also 
been provided, with machinery for handling coal from 
ears and into the receiving hopper. In connection with 
the coal-handling plant there is complete machinery for 
drying, handling and issuing sand to locomotives, and 
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the terminal is so arranged that it is possible for a loco- 
motive at one point to receive supplies of fuel, water 
and sand simuitaneously. 


There is a machine shop and boiler room for run- 
ning repairs to locomotives and a shed for the repair 
of freight cars. A battery of air compressors affords 
pneumatic service throughout the terminal for testing 
brakes and the operation of air tools in repair work. In 
connection with the roundhouse there are a washroom 
with lockers for employes, a fireproof oil storage house 
and a supply storehouse. 


There is a commodious two-story yard office with tile 
roof and the yard has been provided with modern auto- 
matic track scales of the heaviest capacity. 


The entire layout of building has complete fire pro- 
tection by an adequate system of mains and hydrants, 
water supply being secured from two deep wells served 
by two double-action pumps with a capacity of 350 gal- 
lons per minute, which have been named “Ed. Mack” 
and “Fred Paul” in honor of two young sons of Superin- 
tendent F. P. Pelter of the Memphis division. The whole 
terminal, with its buildings, is thoroughly lighted by 
electricity. Signaling and interlocking facilities for the 
protection of main-line train movements as well as the 
handling of trains into and out of the yard, have been 
installed at each end. 


The location, arrangement and grade of the yard 
tracks necessitated the construction of a_ single-track 
bridge over the two tracks of the Illinois Central belt 
line, an overhead foot-bridge crossing the entire yard, 
two subways under its entire width and one subway 
under four tracks at the east end, resulting in the elimi- 
nation of all grade crossings for all time. It was also 
necessary to change the grade of all streets leading to 
the new subways and to construct retaining walls in 
numerous places. In order to avoid a crossing, Spots- 
wood avenue was extended about 1,400 feet, considerable 
grading being necessary, and a creosoted timber bridge 
was built carrying the tracks of this avenue over the 
Illinois Central belt. 


TRANSCONTINENTAL RATES 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 





The Commission’s order of October 27 requiring tariff 
agents Countiss, Leland, McCain, Morris, Poteet and 
Sedgman to bring their publications with regard to trans- 
continental rates into compliance with subdivision (r) 
of rule 4, Tariff Circular 18-A, on or before May 15, 1916, 
sets forth the reasons with considerable severity. Au- 
thorizations to disregard that rule and make combination 
on basis not clearly set forth in a particular tariff will 
expire on May 16. 

The Commission says that because its decisions in 
the so-called intermountain cases were before the courts 
on review it was deemed reasonable to permit the car- 
riers temporarily to incorporate therein general provi- 
sions that in instances in which the aggregate of inter- 
mediate rates, wherever found, or the aggregate of the 
terminal and back-haul rates, or application of terminal 
rates as maxima at intermediate points, made less than 
the joint through rates the lower combination would be 
applied. 


The Commission points out that it from time to time 
extended this permission which in the first instances was 
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intended only to be temporary. Now, says the Commis- 
sion, it appears that with minor exceptions, the carriers 
have apparently made effort to bring their tariffs into 
conformity with that part of Tariff Circular 18-A, before 
mentioned. The Commission orders that the tariffs be 
brought into conformity with that rule, because, says the 
order, there is no insuperable difficulty about bringing the 
tariffs into conformity with the regulations. 


RATES ON SOFT COAL 





THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 

Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 

An unusual angle in a rate situation was brought to 

the attention of the Commission Oct. 28 in the arguments 

on the complaint of the South Canon Coal Co. and the 

Grand Junction Mining & Fuel Co. against the Colorado 

Midland and others. The chief respondent is willing to 

do what the complainants desire, but the other railroads are 

opposed. They ask the Commission to make the rate on 

soft coal from the South Canon and Palisade districts the 

same as from the Walsenburg field to destinations on the 

Union Pacific and other prairie lines in Nebraska and Kan- 
sas. At present it is fifty cents over Walsenburg. 


The Colorado Midland entered its appearance in the 
case and adopted the testimony of the complainants, but 
did nothing to defend itself from the reduction of rates. 
As stated by A. L. Vogl, attorney for the complainants, 
the Midland is willing to give the prairie lines the same 
divisions on coal from mines on its rails that they receive 
on coal from the Walsenburg district, notwithstanding its 
longer haul. and more severe operating conditions, 


Commissioner Clark asked H. A. Scandrett how, in 
view of the position of the Midland, the prairie lines could 
make objections. Mr. Scandrett said that even if the Mid- 
land was willing to see the reduction go into effect, the 
Commission must have regard for the law and the differ- 
ence in circumstances and conditions of transportation 
must be considered. 


Mr. Vogl contended that for the lines east of Denver to 
insist on giving weight to the difference in haul and oper- 
ating conditions, off their own rails, is inconsistent with 
the policy he insisted they have been following, namely, 
that of considering only commercial competition, making it 
a point to get coal to consuming points, regardless of the 
length of the haul, on practically the same rate. Mr. Scan- 
drett discussed the difference in the length of hauls claim- 
ing that the fifty cents on the rate from the farther mines, 
for a haul of more than 100 miles, is not unreasonable in 
view of the fact that coal from Trinidad mines, twenty- 
eight miles farther than Walsenburg, pays 25 cents over 
the Walsenburg rate. 

Mr. Vogl remarked that Trinidad pays more because 
it is not subject to the same sort of competitive conditions. 
It pays more because the railroad that gets the haul has 
the whole of it and does not need to dicker with another 
carrier to get the coal to market. T. J. Norton and E. 
E. Whitted spoke for the Santa Fe and Colorado & 
Southern. 

Just before that case was argued, Messrs. Vogl and 
Scandrett argued the complaint of the Northern Colorado 
Coal Co. vs. the Colorado, Wyoming &- Eastern, in which 
the complainant asks for joint rates on coal from Coal- 
mont, Colo., to points on the Union Pacific and the St. 
Joseph & Grand Island. 
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[HELP F FOR TRAFFIC MAN: 


This department is esndipiitad by a traffic man of 
long experience and wide knowledge. In it he will an- 
swer questions relating to practical traffic problems. We 
do not desire to take the place of the traffic man, but to 
help him in his work. We reserve the right to refuse 
to answer any questions that we Judge it unwise to 
answer or that involve situations that are too complex 
for the kind of investigation contemplated. Questions 
will be answered as promptly as possible. No answers 
will be given by mail. 

Address ‘Help for Traffic Man,” The Traffic Service 
Bureau, 418 S. Market St., Chicago, Ill. 





Demurrage Rules. 


Q.—In your September 11 issue you answered a 
question from this company with regard to the new de- 
murrage rules which went into effect June 30, 1915, with 
reference to refrigerator cars. 

In paragraph “C” of your answer you state that for 
the sixth and seventh day the charge will be $2 in addi- 
tion to the straight debit. This does not seem to agree 
with our understanding. 

In section “A,” rule 9, it speaks only of debits and 
credits, and makes no provision for a definite charge 
except in the last provision reading as follows: 

“When a car has accrued five debits the charge pro- 
vided by rule 7 will be made for all subsequent deten- 
tion, including Sundays and holidays.” 

This, in our opinion, means that the credits will offset 
the debits up until the expiration of the first five days after 
the free time, and that the charge as provided by rule 
7 only applies on those days subsequent to the first five 
debits. How, then, can you apply the charge as provided 
in rule 7 on the sixth and seventh day that car is held, 
which would be the fourth and fifth debit? In other 
words, when a car has accrued three debits you are ap- 
plying rule 7 on subsequent detention. 

A.—Answer of September 11 is in accordance with 
the rules applied. Following table shows how the charge 
is worked out under the average agreement and under 
straight demurrage rules: 


Average Agreement. Straight. 

Days. Charge. Days. Charge 
, Pe rer ee Free EY pantiss se fete soe ieraseee Free 
DS ivee x sie bh eels need ord Free DP pciinn cane cuene bed swe nteks Free 
_ AP 1 Debit DB pa tahetkGade nud ene cteke $1.00 
ae 1 Debit OD Sieacs eng utat eisai a athaa ae ghee 1.00 
Reikicnstawd 1 Debit © wcnuliebrcdw ner were econ 1.00 
ee Ae ER Bee a reese eee 3.00 
7—Sunday. 7—Sunday 
: EO PS (2 ere $2.00 PER frre 3.00 
EES SEE SE 3.00 Re Ee OP RS ee re 3.00 

rare or FA a re error 5.00 

ie hie xk ness ews kaahas ameter RD ON ois ei cate na Wi arencieun <n aelg ae 5.00 

| ee ese Te See oe ere 5.00 

} Bets RT ewe per ee MINT eid ako Bivens eine kaso ecco 5.00 


Question of Undercharge 


Q.—We shipped a car of flour to Boston, Mass., and 
applied tonnage originating at A and B, points on the 
Rock Island. The routing inserted in the bill of lading, 
Chicago L. V. T. Co., B. & M. delivery. 

On the tonnage originating at A there were no through 
rates in effect, at the time the shipment moved, to Chi- 


_ cago via the Rock Island, while there were from B. 


However, there was a rate of 25c effective from both A 
and B to St. Louis and a rate of 3c from there to Chi- 
cago. 

As we did not give specific routing to Chicago, it is our 
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contention that the carrier should have routed this ship- 
ment via St. Louis. 

Is our contention right, or is there an undercharge 
due the carrier on this shipment? 

A.—Some facts necessary to proper answer are not 
stated. We observe remarks regarding rate of three cents 
St. Louis to Chicago and assume that it was the intention 
to state that rate to Chicago is differential of three cents 
over St. Louis. From copy of bill of lading it would ap- 
pear that specific routing was given via Chicago and no 
route specified between point of shipment and Chicago. 

With a complete statement of all the facts involved, 
would be pleased to give the matter further attention. 


Bill of Lading Provisions 


Q.—Kindly refer to The Traffic World of October 23, 
page 877, and your answer to question under heading, 
“Bill of Lading Provision.” Authority for your answer 1s 
based on Conference Ruling 286F, also Rulings 159, 186 
and 231. 

I desire to call your attention to Conference ' Ruling 
214-E, providing that the misrouting rule “must not be 
used in any case or in any way to meet or protect a rate 
via another route or gateway via which the adjusting car- 
rier has not in its tariff at the time the shipment moves, 
rates which are available and lawfully applicable thereto, 
nor as a means or device by which to evade tariff rates 
or to meet the rate of a competing line or route, nor to 
relieve shipper from responsibility for his own routing 
instructions.” 

I also call attention to the Commission’s Opinion 1753, 
in case 3919, McLean Lumber Go. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et 
al., decided Feb. 5, 1912, as published on pages 314-315 of 
The Traffic World, Feb. 24, 1912, in which the Commission 
decided, “Where a shipper’s bill of lading contains in- 
structions both as to route and rate, and the rate is not 
applicable over any route of the receiving carrier, but is 
applicable over the route of a rival line to which shipper 
might have delivered the shipment, had he so elected, the 
receiving carrier may forward shipment over its own line 
at the rate lawfully applicable, it not being obligated to 
turn the traffic over to its competitor.” 

This decision, you will note, follows the provision of 
Conference Ruling 214-E, above quoted. 

A.—Do not find that Conference Ruling 214, paragraph 
E, has direct bearing on question referred to. The prin- 
ciple was established in the case of the McLean Lumber 
Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al., reported in I. C. C. Re- 
ports, Vol. 22, page 349, substantially under similar con- 
ditions as per the original question, and this opinion states: 
“The receiving carrier may forward the shipment over its 
line at the lowest rate lawfully applicable,’ and we take 
it from this, that the lowest rate between points involved 
is the rate for the receiving carrier to assess, and in the 
event that the receiving carrier does not wish to apply the 
lowest rate lawfully applicable, it must turn the traffic 
back. 

We quote from another case: McLean Lumber Co. vs. 
L. & N. R. R. Co., Vol. 22, I. C. C. Reports, pages 349, 351 
and 352: “Where a shipper has written specific routing 
instructions in a bill of lading, and also inserted a rate 
which does not apply over the route specified, it is the duty 
of the initial carrier to send the shipment via the route 
over which such rate does apply. This rule does not apply, 
however, so as to charge the initial carrier with misrout- 
ing where it fails to turn over the shipments to a com- 
peting carrier with a lower rate.” 

Again, in the case of Ludowici-Celanon Co. vs. M. P. 
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Ry. Co., reported in Vol. 22, I. C. C. Reports, page 588, as 
follows: “Where a consignor specified both rate and route 
in the bill of lading and the rate was not applicable to 
the route, the initial carrier should obtain definite instruc- 
tions before forwarding or is liable for damages for mis- 
routing.” 

Also, from the case of the Gibson Fruit Co, vs. C. & 
N. W. Ry. Co., reported in Vol. 21, I. C. C. Reports, page 
644: “Where billing instructions were given to protect 
a through rate, which, however, would not apply via the 
specified route, and the carrier without inquiry forwarded 
the shipment via the route named, whereby the shipper 
suffered damage, reparation should be awarded.” 


Collection of Charges 


Q.—We are interested in question and answer under 
heading “Collection of Charges,” as appearing on page 
308 of issue of The Traffic World, Aug. 7. The question 
asked is: ‘Has the agent at destination the legal right 
to hold the goods?” Your answer is that agent should 
not hold shipment, as the amount should be collected from 
consignee, etc. 

No doubt the shipment was sold f. o. b. destination 
and probabilities are consignee refused to pay additional 
amount collect, and under these circumstances I would 
say that the agent at destination was well within his legal 
rights in holding the goods pending collection of proper 
freight charges from shipper by initial carrier. All of the 
pertinent facts surrounding the shipment are not set out 
in the question and if this was a collect agency and the 
consignee was willing to pay the additional amount, your 
answer in our opinion is correct, otherwise, in our opinion, 
it is not correct. 

It will be appreciated if you will answer following 
question: 

A makes a shipment from point in Ohio to B, which 
is prepay station in Missouri; destination is contained in 
Official List of Open and Prepay Stations No. 12, I. C. C. 
No. 1047, as published by Agents Morris and Leland, which 
shows B to be a station to which freight charges must be 
prepaid. Initial carrier collects insufficient prepay from A 
and shipment having been rebilled several times in transit 
ultimately reaches C, an intermediate station on delivering 
carrier, on interline billing. Delivering carrier realizing 
insufficient prepay has been collected from A by initial 
carrier holds shipment at C, corresponding with initial 
carrier in view of having proper’ revenue collected from 
shipper and billing corrected to read fully prepaid. A 
ultimately advances initial carrier undercharge; however, 
shipment has deteriorated account of delay. Is initial 
carrier liable to A for deterioration? If so, is delivering 
carrier liable to initial carrier account of failure to prompt- 
ly carry shipment to destination pending adjustment of 
freight charges? 

A.—It is fully established that the delivering carrier 
must collect charges in accordance with tariff legally on 
file, and where the shipment is tendered with partial pre- 
payment or presumably fully prepaid, and is destined to a 
prepay or non-agency station, and a check of the tariff dis- 
closes insufficient prepayment has been exacted by the 
initial carrier, it is not unlawful for the delivering line to 
hold the shipment until sufficient funds to fully prepay are 
obtained. 

If, in the holding of a shipment not fully prepaid, des- 
tined to a non-agency station, the goods deteriorate, caused 
by delay, it is our opinion that the initial carrier would be 
the one liable; provided there was no undue delay in the 
delivering carrier notifying the originating carrier of the 
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circumstances of.the case. Contributory negligence could 
easily be shown on the part of the delivering carrier if 
a letter was sent a long distance, instead of using the tele- 
graph, or holding the car without proper protection of 
the contents. 

Local, Joint and Through Rates 


Q.—In the Aug. 14 issue of The Traffic World you have 
answered a question relative to local, joint and through 
rates. Your answer, however, is not clear to me. 

Assuming there were no through local or joint rates 
published from Chicago, Ill., to Bismarck, N D., would you 
consider a rate made up on the sums of the locals Chicago 
to St. Paul and St. Paul to Bismarck a through rate, and 
if so, what is your authority for same? 

A.—A rate made up on the sum of the locals, Chicago 
to St. Paul and St. Paul to Bismarck, is, in accordance 
with Rule 5-A of I. C. C. Circular 18-A, to be considered a 
through rate. The sum of these rates when published 
would be a joint rate. 

Mixed Carloads 


Q.—There is a commodity rate on molasses, carload, 
of 251%c per hundred ‘pounds, Portland, Me. to West 
Presque Isle, Me., minimum governed by Official Classifi- 
cation, which makes it 36,000 pounds. Rice in carload lots 
takes sixth class, which is 25c per hundred pounds, be- 
tween these two points, with a minimum of 40,000 pounds. 
Could a mixed car of molasses and rice be billed at the 
25%c rate on 40,000 pounds? 

I also have another question which I wish you would 
answer. There is a commodity rate from Portland to 
West Caribou of 16c per hundred pounds carload, minimum 
40,000 pounds, on brick and cement. There is a com- 
modity rate on sewer pipe of 181%4c, minimum weight 24,000 
pounds. I would like to ask if the 18%c rate would apply 
on mixed carload billed at 24,000 pounds or actual weight 
if more in the car. 

A—Providing tariffs carrying commodity rates are 
governed by the Official Classification or Exceptions there- 
to, answers are as follows: 

The shipments of molasses and rice may be mixed at 
rate of 25144c, minimum 36,000 pounds, or actual weight if 
more, providing there is 3,600 pounds, or more, of either 
commodity loaded in the car. 

Question No. 2: Yes, provided there is 2,400 pounds, or 
more, of either commodity loaded in the car. 

This is in accordance with Rule 10 of Official Classifica- 
tion. 





Misrouting of Shipments 

Q.—I have noted your various replies to questions 
involving routing in the issues of The Traffic World, dated 
October 2, 9 and 23, and wish to call your attention to a 
situation that sometimes arises that probably qualifies your 
interpretation of routing regulations, 

If shipment is made from a point having several lines 
of road which, with connections, reach point of destina- 
tion, and shipper inserts rate but not route in bill of lad- 
ing covering such shipment (carload), carrier which is 
tendered shipment might have circuitous route (with con- 
nections) and might accept shipment, although a higher 
rate applied via its line than some other line. Natrually, 
no routing would be shown in such a bill of lading. Com- 
mission has held in such a case that carrier does not have 
to protect shipper in any manner and the fact that a 
lower rate is inserted which is legally in effect via other 
lines does not help him, even though carrier assures him 
that such lower rate does apply via its lines. Of course, 
a bill of lading containing impossible provisions (rate) is 
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executed by carrier, but shipper is held by the Commission 
to have no method of securing relief from higher rate 
lawfully in force via that line. 

A.—We do not find that the statement is correct, al- 
though it is stated in*the case of Wikoff Bros. Co. vs. P. & 
L. E. R. R. Co., Unreported Opinion 467, that: 

“Lower rate inserted in bill of lading, but delivered to 
carrier having higher rate in effect. No ground for repara- 
tion.” 

On the other hand, in line with answers given October 
9 and 23, in regard to bill of lading provisions, would refer 
to the case of Isbell-Brown Co. vs. G. T. W. Ry. Co., Unre- 
ported opinion 226, as follows: 

“Rate inserted by consignor in bill of lading was not 
applicable over the route named by him, but was applic- 
able over another route. Held, that the initial carrier, in- 
stead of forwarding the shipment over the route specified, 
which carried a higher rate, should have forwarded it over 
the route by which the specified rate applied.” 

The Lair Furniture & Undertaking Co. vs. N. Y. C. & 
H. R. R. R. Co., unreported opinion 404, as follows: 

“Routing prescribed in bill of lading named railroads 
via which there were two available routes, one carrying 
a higher rate than the other, and the initial carrier routed 
shipment via the more expensive route. Reparation 
awarded.” 

The Gibson Fruit Co. vs. C. & N. W. Ry., quoted in 
this column. 


Application of Rate 


Q.—“A” shipped to “B” at a certain destination a 
carload of freight, movement comprising a two-line haul 
via junction specified under routing instructions in the 
tariff. Upon arrival of car at first destination same was 
refused and shipper was compelled to dispose of the car 
elsewhere. Shipment was reconsigned to a point beyond 
first billed destination and the second destination developed 
to be a junction point with road which originated the ship- 
ment, and rates were published in the tariff to such junc- 
tion point via the originating line direct. 


The tariff which provides for rates to the first billed 
destination as well as the point to which car was recon- 
signed carries intermediate clause reading as follows: 

“To any, point of destination not named in this tariff, 
which is situated between any two points of destination 
named, rate will be the same as to the next more distant 
station that is named.” 

We would like to have your advice as to whether or 
not the rate applying from original point of shipment to 
the next local point beyond the junction point on the 
destination line, and to which rates are provided in the 
tariff via the same route as first billed destination, can be 
protected at the junction point, in view of the fact that 
the intermediate clause shown jn the tariff only provides 
for basis of rates to destinations not shown, rates being 
specifically provided for to the junction point via the orig- 
inating line direct. 

A.—It is assumed from your letter that the tariff under 
which shipment moved applies from: the shipping point to 
various destinations and includes all of the rates published 
on the particular commodity from such shipping point 
and, further, that either specific routing instructions are 
provided or reference is made in connection with each 
destination to the deliveries which may be effected under 
the rates named. If this conclusion is correct, and the 
tariff provides that the rate to the destination to which 
shipment was reconsigned applies only in connection with 
the line publishing such tariff, the long-and-short haul 
clause would not cover the application of rate to some 
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point beyond to the reconsigned destination, because said 
long-and-short-haul clause refers specifically to destina- 
tions not named in the tariff. 


PUSITIONS WANTED OK OPEN 


GOOD MEN ARE ALWAYS IN DEMAND, AND THE 
Traffic World is the logical medium for getting the men 
and the positions in touch with one another. The rates 
for classified advertisements are as follows: $2.00 per 
inch first insertion, $1.00 per inch second insertion, $0.50 
per inch each additional insertion, payable in advance. 
Keyed advertisements forwarded free and all correspond- 
ence held in strict confidence. 

THE TRAFFIC WORLD, 
418 So. Market Street, Chicago. 
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High-grade man as TRAFFIC MANAGER for large 
industry. Fully equipped as to all requirements covering 
rates, transportation and legal matters. Long and inti- 
mate association with leading traffic officials. At present 
employed in executive capacity. O. G. 58, The Traffic 
World, Chicago, Ill. 


WANTED—Position as INDUSTRIAL TRAFFIC MAN- 
AGER by expert traffic man and accountant. Now treas- 
urer and traffic manager corporation having quarter 
million dollar annual freight bill; shipment two thousand 
cars. Thoroughly familiar with I. C. C. and court deci- 
sions, rate situation throughout U. S. Former secretary 
to railroad president. Can furnish high-class references 
and good reason for change;.28 years of age, married, 
strictly temperate. Z. E. 36, care The Traffic World, 
Chicago, Il. 


Position as TRAFFIC MANAGER, by married man, 
30 years of age. Competent in traffic affairs, wide ex- 
perience, large aequaintance among railroad traffic 
officials. Capable in operating capacity, proficient in han- 
dling claims to quick settlement. Can organize a de 
partment that will save you money. Now employed by 
large steam road organization. Will locate anywhere; 
familiar all territories. P. K. 64, The Traffic World, 


Chicago. 
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Young man of sober and temperate habits, twenty- 
five years of age, single, genial disposition, and a good 
mixer, desires position as TRAVELING or SOLICITING 
FREIGHT AGENT. Seven years’ experience in freight 
agencies at competitive points, four years of same as 
soliciting and local freight agent with present employers. 
Familiar with rates, routes, etc., and a,general or working 
knowledge of all matters pertaining to traffic work. 
Desires a change on account of future advancement with 
present employers obstructed by nepotism. Gilt-edge 
reference. A. D. 191, care The Traffic World, Chicago, Ill. 
Ill. : 


WANTED—Position as TRAFFIC MANAGER AND 
CLAIM AGENT. Now employed as traffic manager, han- 
dling 6,500 straight carlots—450 cars L. C. L. shipments-— 
claim collections, $17,500 yearly. Expert on rates, routing 
claims. Best references. J. S. 92, care The Traffic World, 
Chicago, Ill. 








TRAFFIC MAN of unquestioned ability, now em- 
ployed as expert rate clerk by one of the large western 
railroads, wants position in traffic department of com- 
mercial concern. Am competent to systematize that de- 
partment and to do traffic work that will show satisfactory 
results. B. B. 27, The Traffic World, Chicago, Il. 
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PERSONAL NOTES 


The Pere .Marquette Railroad announces the death st 
jJrand Rapids, October 23, of Thomas McGuire, division 
freight agent. 


At the last annual meeting of the board of directors 
of the Chicago & Alton Railroad V. D. Skipworth of 
Chicago was elected a director to succeed the late Ed- 
Mr. Skipworth is connected with the 
executive department of the meat-packing firm of Sulz- 
berger & Sons Co., in charge of its transportation busi- 
ness and as president of the two Sulzberger private-car 
lines, Cold Blast Transportation Co. and Lackawanna 
Live Stock Transportation Co., as well as president of 


V. D. SKIPWORTH. 


certain subsidiary meat-packing companies operated by 
the Sulzberger interests. He was born at Point Pleasant, 
Mo., Oct. 21, 1874. He entered railroad service with the 
Kansas City Belt Railway in Kansas City, Mo., in 1891 
as towerman and was subsequently motive power clerk 
on that line and operator, agent.and train dispatcher on 
the K. C., O. & S. Railway (now a part of the Frisco 
system). He went to the Sulzberger company in 1899 
as freight rate and Master Car Builders’ clerk, going to 
New York in 1901 as eastern traffic manager and to Chi- 
cago in 1904 as general traffic manager. As a member 
of the executive department of the Sulzberger interests 
Mr. Skipworth is identified with not only the transporta- 
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tion and car line business of the company, but with the 
financial, buying, manufacturing and the marketing of 
their products as well. 

The Chicago & Alton Railroad Co. announces the ap- 
pointment of Erwin C. Meyer, commercial agent, Birming- 
ham, Ala., vice C. R. Prince, resigned. 

The Fort Dodge, Des Moines & Southern Railroad 
Co. announces that J. C. Ewing is promoted to assistant 
general freight and passenger agent, with office at Min- 
neapolis, Minn. The office of commercial agent has been 
abolished. 

The Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. announces that 
David H. Street is appointed commercial freight agent, 
with headquarters at Akron, O., vice H. E. Warburton, 
who has been appointed division freight agent the Cin- 
cinnati, Hamilton & Dayton Railway, Dayton, O. 

Edward P. Stanton, who has been fraveling for the 
St. Louis agency of the Chicago & Northwestern Railway, 
has been transferred to New Orleans, La., as traveling 
agent, in charge of an office and territory. Herbert A. 
Hancock is appointed soliciting agent and H. E. Saumby 
traveling agent, reporting to the general agency, 3t. 
Louis Mo. 


DOINGS OF THE TRAFFIC CLUBS 


The Milwaukee Traffic Club will open its fall and 
winter entertainment program October 30 with a Hal- 
lowe’en dancing party and entertainment. Friday evening, 
November 5, the members will be entertained by Chief 
Engineer Hatton of the Sewage Disposal Commission with 
an illustrated lecture showing the work accomplished and 
proposed. The annual Thanksgiving Turkey card party 
will be held November 20, and a general meeting of the 
members has been called for December 5. 

The Minneapolis Traffic Club will have a Hallowe’en 
party to-night. 

The Toledo Transportation Club will have its seventh 
annual banquet (informal) Friday, November 19, 6:30 
p. m., at the New Toledo Club. The speakers will be 
Atlee Pomerene, U. S. senator from Ohio; Newman Erb. 
president Ann Arbor Railroad, and John H. Atwood, past- 
imperial potentate A. A. O. N. M. S. The toastmaster 
will be Clarence Brown. 


At a meeting of the Traffic Club of New York Octo- 
ber 26 the constitution and by-laws were so amended 
that the board of governors will have authority to change 
the regular date for a session of the club, if circum- 
stances make it necessary. Definite action on a propo- 
sition heretofore submitted to members for a blanket 
policy of insurance on 75 per cent of the membership, by 
a Connecticut company, was deferred until the December 
meeting. Up to this time a number have agreed to it, 
but it is a long way from 75 per cent. Two addresses 
were much enjoyed. They were by the Rev. Dr. Merle 
St. Croix Wright, head of the Unitarian Association, who 
talked on comparative business, and Dudiey Field Ma- 
lone, collector of the port, who made an appeal for united 
support of legislative measures designed to give New 
York City its asserted rights, and of the movement for 
preparedness of the nation to resist invasion of a foreign 
foe. The committee elected at the September meetiag 
to nominate officers for the ensuing year reported the 
following ticket, which will be voted on in November: 
For president—Thomas A. Gantt, traffic manager, Corn 
Products Co. For vice-presidents—-W. L. Woodrow, traf- 
fic manager, Old Dominion Steamship Co.; P. M. Ripley, 
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assistant to vice-president, El Paso & Southwestern Co.; 
E. C. Potter, Jr., vice-president, Brooklyn Eastern Dis- 
trict Terminal; E. W. Morgan, export agent, United Shoe 
Machinery Co.; Philip Croxton, traffic manager, P. Loril- 
lard Co. For secretary—C. A. Swope, eastern freight agent, 
L. & N. R. R. For treasurer—I'. C. Earle. For members 
of the board of governors—John H. Crawford, freight 
traffic manager, D., L. & W. R. R.; Isaac E. Chapman, 
vice-president, Merritt & Chapman D. & W. Co.; George 
A. Muir, traffic manager, National Lead Co. 


LAKE CARGO COAL RATES 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Cotorado Buiiding, Washington, D. C. 

The first official move in the plan to give the Ohio coal 
operators a better chance in the so-called “interior” mar- 
kets of Central Freight Association territory by increas- 
ing the spread between the rates from West Virginia, Ken- 
tucky and Tennessee mines on the one hand, and those 
from Ohio and Pittsburgh on the other, has been made by 
the Kanawha & Michigan in behalf of itself and its con- 
nections. It is assumed that all other roads serving the 
West Virginia, Kentucky and Tennessee mines will fol- 
low, because the understanding has been that it was to bea 
concerted move, in accordance with the notice served on 
Commissioners Clements and Clark when President Willard 
of the B. & O. and other high officials called on them, a 
short time after a request had been submitted that the 
Commission, in effect, act as arbitrators in the matter of 
the relation of lake cargo coal rates. 

The Kanawha & Michigan asks for fourth section relief 
to enable it to make rates to the interior Central Freight 
Association points from points of origin near Charleston, 
W. Va., to destinations at the foot of Lake Michigan. 
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Such permission is necessary because the carriers do 
not intend to raise the $1.90 rate to Chicago and Chicago 
rate points around the foot of Lake Michigan. They are 
to refrain in that regard because the lake-borne coal could 
reach them at less than $1.90. 

The advance is not to be uniformly fifteen cents a 
ton, as at first proposed, but ten and fifteen cents, so as to 
avoid turning over any part of the tonnage now carried to 
lake boats, which carry coal in cargo lots to be distributed 
from lake ports, without entering into joint rate arrange- 
ments with the rail lines. 

The object is to make West Virginia, Kentucky and 
Tennessee coal forty cents over coal from Oh‘o and the 
Pittsburgh districts wherever possible, instead of only 
twenty-five cents. Advances of fifteen cents to all points 
would, it is believed, turn over a considerable tonnage to 
tramp boats on the lakes, thereby depriving some of the 
railroads of long hauls. 

A few years ago when a former attempt was made 
to increase the spread between the competing states, the 
Norfolk & Western, according to the report of the Com- 
mission, justified the proposed advances, but the C. & O. 
and other lines did not. The Norfolk & Western was not 
therefore able to take advantage of its victory in that 
matter. For it to have advanced its rates would have been 
simply to turn business over to its competitors. 


CANAL ACT AUTHORITY 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 


Attorney-Examiner Brown, on October 25, at the morn- 
ing session, took the testimony offered by the Charleston 
& Norfolk Steamship Co. in its complaint against the 
Chesapeake & Ohio and other carriers, in which it and 
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Charleston, S. C., commercial interests seek to have the 
Commission prescribe reasonable proportional rates on 
traffic from Ohio River crossings and beyond to Norfolk, to 
be used by it in making up joint rates to Charleston, which, 
as they say, will put the South Carolina city more nearly 
on an equality with Wilmington, N. C., with which they 
claim to be geographically situated to compete and with 
which they would more actively compete if the railroads 
made proper rates. 

This is the first effort that has been made to have 
the Commission exercise the authority granted by the 
Panama Canal act. The rates they would like to have 
established to Norfolk are the figures they claim the rail- 
roads use.in making rates to Charleston, when the traffic 
is to go all-rail. Charles Kimmick, who formulated the 
proposition, claims that it is of no concern to the C. & O. 
what is done with the traffic after it delivers it to Norfolk, 
and that it is unduly discriminating between carriers when 
it turns traffic over to its rail connections on terms that 
are not also open to the steamship company, which, while 
not actually operating boats, is prepared to do so as soon 
as the rates are prescribed. 


PIG-IRON RATE CASE 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 


The last phase, so far as can now be known, of the 
many-sided Sloss-Sheffield pig-iron rate case was pre- 
sented to the Commission in arguments October 27. The 
particular phase of the controversy then argued was the 
eastern part of the case. The railroads procured a re- 
hearing on that part on the theory that the Commission, 
in making its order about lake-and-rail rates through 
Savannah to Providence, did not understand that, to com- 
ply with that order, the railroads would have to stand 
the cost of expensive transfer at Boston, because the 
steamship lines do not run from Savannah to Providence. 

M. P. Calloway and F. C. McKenney appeared for the 
railroads and W. A. Wimbish for the complaining com- 
pany. 

In closing his argument Mr. Wimbish asked why, if 
the railroads can make an export rate or $1.50 a ton 
through Savannah, they cannot give the American con- 
sumers equally low rates, instead of charging them much 
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You Can Prevent Damage to Your Shipments 
By Using Acme Box Strapping on Your Wooden Cases 


Damage claims, so frequent when 
flimsy fibre board cases are used, are entirely 
eliminated when substantial wooden cases are 
used and reinforced with Acme Box Strapping 


Write for Catalog and Samples 
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more. He said he could not see any reason why that 
could not be done. 

“Let them take what they now receive as divisions 
out of the rate,” said Mr. Wimbish, “and we will provide 
barges for transportation beyond the port, so that the 
floating palaces of the steamship company will not need 
to be trimmed, by placing pig iron here and pig iron 
there, but will be free to glide over the waves in majestic 
grandeur,” or words to that effect. 













FALSE BILLING PENALTY 

A report to the Commission says that the Standard 
Brewing Co. of Scranton, Pa., on Oct. 22, paid a fine of 
$16,000 as punishment for false billing. The company was 
indicted on counts alleging that it shipped beer in barrels 
from its brewery at Scranton to its branch at Bingham- 
ton, N. Y., on false weights. It was accused of billing its 
shipments as consisting of barrels, half barrels and quart- 
ers enough to have the whole shipment show a weight 
slightly in excess of the carload minimum of 28,000, when, 
as a matter of fact, the weight was 45,000 pounds. The 
effect was to beat the published rate by about $15 per car. 


















The Commission has denied the complainant’s request 
for a reopening in Docket No. 5371, James B. Shaw vs. 
Rutland R. R. Co. et al. 

The request for a rehearing in Docket No. 6368, Oliver- 
Finhey Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al., -has been denied. 

Docket No. 7528, W. H. Small & Co. vs. the C. & E. 
I. R. R. Co., has been dismissed for want of prosecution, 
no appearance having been entered for complainant at the 
time the proceeding was called for hearing. 

The Lehigh Portland Cement Co. has been allowed to 
become an intervener in connection with the complaints 
before the Commission in Dockets Nos. 8321, Huron Port- 
land Cement Co. vs. Detroit & Mackinac Ry. Co. et al., 
and 8321, Sub. No. 1, Newaygo Portland Cement Co. vs. 
Pere Marquette R. R. Co. et al. 




































Do Business by Mail 


Start with accurate lists of names we Mires solidly. 
Choose from the following or any others desired. 






















Apron Mfrs. Wealthy Men Fly Paper Mfrs. 
Cheese Box Mfrs. Ice Mfrs. oundries 

Shoe Retailers Doctors Farmers 

Tin Can Mfrs. Axle Grease Mfrs. Fish Hook Mfrs. 
Druggists Railroad Employees Feather Duster Mfrs. 
Auto Owners Contractors Hotels 







Our complete book of mailing statisi:cs on 7000 classes 
~ of Prospective customers for the asking. You need it. 
Ross-Gould, 822P Olive Street, St. Louis. 


Ross-Gould 
Marling 
RestS St.Louis 

















No. 7. Acme Barbed Box Strap 
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Safe Arrival of Your Goods Assured 


Use a Container That Has Survived Every Test for Two Thousand Years 


The Slack Barrel 


Practically Eliminates 
Damage Claims. 
Delivers Your Goods in 
Fresh, Prime Condition 
and Keeps Them 
That Way. 


Dust 
Dirt 
Germ 
Damp 


Proof 


Economical 
Sensible 
Durable 
Dependable 


In Two Sizes 


The Whole Barrel Will 
Contain, of Various 
Commodities, 
Approximately 200 
Pounds. 

The Half Barrel. 
(Something New.) 
Convenient Size. 


, Strongly Built. 
Easy to Handle, 
nexpensive, 
-,; Sanitary. 
“= "" Capacity, 100 Pounds. 


Our Slack Barrels Preserve the Contents 


Were there nothing else to recommend it, the sturdy, re- 
liable qualities of the properly built slack barrel should 
strongly appeal to the shipper and convince him that it is 
an ideal container for the transporting, and afterward 
keeping in stock, of many commodities intended for human 
consumption and for utility purposes. 

But there are sanitary features of the slack barrel which 
heretofore have not been given sufficient consideration. 


and which should greatly concern consumers of food prod- 
ucts and merchants, as well as the carrying companies 


J. D. HOLLINGSHEAD COMPANY, 


and shippers. Chiefly, these are the ability of such pack- 
ages, either half or whole sized, to withstand unavoidable 
exposure to the elements and rough usage in transit and 
at the same time protect the contents from deterioration 
and from being contaminated by surroundings. Also, that 
when used as containers of food articles, in stores, our bar- 
rels effectively exclude foreign matter, odors, vermin, 
rodents and all forms of outward attack to which eatables 
constantly are exposed. 


We can and will help you to solve some of your package 
and shipping problems, if you will write us. 


208 South LaSalle Street 
CHIC 4GO, ILL. 


Underwood 


Receives the 


First Grand Prize 


Supreme Honor 
FROM THE 


Panama-Pacific International Exposition, 1915 


**The Machine You Will Eventually Buy’”’ 


Underwood Building, New York 


As a Friend of THE TRAFFIC WORLD, please Mention the paper In writing to advertisers. 
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Directory of Transfer Agents, Freight Forwarders, Warehousemen, Custom House Brokers , Ete. 


EXPORT BUSINESS’ 


Most manufacturers are awakening to the fact that this is an important subject and are 
reaching out for export trade. A competent Forwarding Agent can be of material assistance to 
manufacturers in developing and in retaining such business. 

We quote rates of Freight and Marine Insurance to all places abroad and will gladly an- 
swer inquiries respecting Consular Regulations, Customs Duty, etc. 

Consolidation of General Merchandise and Machinery to AUSTRALIA, NEW ZEALAND 
and the ORIENT, via Pacific Ports and Fast Mail Steamers, a specialty. 


G. W. SHELDON & CO., Chicago, New York, London, Liverpool, Paris, Havre 


BANGOR, ME. 


HENRY McLAUGHLIN & CO. 


GENERAL STORAGE 
Forwarding and Distributing 
Rall and Water Connection 


Carter Transfer & Storage Co., Inc. 


FORWARDERS TO PACIFIC COAST POINTS A 
SPHCIALTY. 
DISTRIBUTORS OF CAR LOAD LOTS. 
FIREPROOF STORAGE—LOWEST INSURANCE RATES 


LINCOLN - - - = NEBRASKA. 


Fert Worth Warehouse & Transfer Co., Inc. 
FORT WORTH, TEXAS. 
Capital Stock, $50,000.00. Fully Paid. 
ABSOLUTELY FIREPROOF WARBDHOUSB 


Merchandise Distribution a Specialty. Correspondence 
Solicited. 


Western Transfer and Storage Co. 
616 to 522 San Francisco St. 
EL PASO, TEXAS. 
FORWARDERS AND DISTRIBUTORS. 


DISTRIBUTION CARS A SPECIALTY, 
TWO WAREHOUSES ON TRACK. 


Cut Rate Package Car Service from Seaboard Territory. 


EDGAR’S SUGAR HOUSE, Inc. 


520-532 LAFAYETTE BLVD. 
DETROIT, MICH. 


Hight fireproof warehouses on tracks of principal rail- 
roads. The only two fireproof warehouses on the river 
front. Lowest insurance rates in the city. Twelve auto 
trucks for delivery. Write for further particulars. 


Buffalo Storage & Carting Co. 


BUFFALO, N. Y. 


350-856 Seneca St. ‘Unsurpassed facilities’’ for stor- 
ing, handling, transferring and forwarding goods. Tele- 
phone No. 633. 


Louisville Public Warehouse Co., Inc- 
LOUISVILLE, KY. 


Import and export freight contractors, transfer and 
reshipping agents, custom house brokers. Bonded and 
free warehouses. 


Albany Terminal Warehouse Company 
10 TIVOLI ST., ALBANY N, Y. 
STORAGE FORWARDERS 
BUILDINGS, WITH SIDE TRACK, SUITABLE FOR 
BRANCHES, TO LET. 


Chattanooga Warehouse & Cold Storage Co. 
CHATTANOOGA, TENN. 


GHNERAL TRANSFER AND STORAGE BUSINESS. 
DISTRIBUTION OF POOL CARS A SPHCIALTY. 
WH STORE, PACK AND SHIP HOUSEHOLD GOODS. 


ST. JOSEPH TRANSFER CO. 
“ PONY FXPRESS” 
ST. JOSEPH - - ° MO. 


MERCHANDISD STORAGE WAREHOUSE. 
CARLOAD AND L. C. L. DISTRIBUTION. 
PROMPT SERVICE GUARANTEED. 


CHICAGO— 
Chicago Storage & Transfer Co. (Not Inc.) 


5851-61 WEST 65TH STREET 


Excellent facilities for shipping L. C. L. lots without 
cartage. Carload distribution a specialty. Daily motor 
deliveries throughout the city at very reasonable prices. 
Floors for rent. 


INSURANCE TWENTY CENTS. 


Byvank Transfer & Storage Co. 


823-825 Lafayette St. 
WATERLOO, IOWA. 


RESHIPPING AND DISTRIBUTING 
A SPECIALTY. 


Security Warehouse Company 
MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 
Northwestern Distributors for nearly all Nationally 
Advertised Commodities—Twenty Car Trackage 
Space. 
Motor Truck delivery in Minneapolis and St. Peul 


As a Friend of THE TRAFFIC WORLD, please Mention the paper in writing to advertisers. 
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‘Directory of Transfer Agents, Freight Forwarders Warehousemen, Custom House Brokers, etc. 
EXPORT SPECIALISTS 


( 
LEAVE IT ALL TO US WAR RISK 


‘CONSULAR ARRANGEMENTS 


‘ COLLECTIONS 


THROUGH RATES 
MARINE INSURANCE 


Completely Covering Shipments by 
RAIL and OCEAN 
to All Parts of the World. 


JUDSON FREIGHT FORWARDING CO. 


Home Offices: CHICAGO | NEW- YORK BOSTON 


PITTSBURG 


ST. LOUIS LOS ANGELES SAN FRANCISCO 


Foreign Agencies in All Principal Cities and Ports in Europe, Asia, Africa, Australasia, China, Japan, South America, Philippine Islands, etc 


Terminal Transfer & Storage Company, Inc. © 


U. S. Bonded Transfer Mobile, Alabama 


Forwarding Agents and Distributers of Carload freight. 
Modern Storage Warehouses with track connections. 


FORT WAYNE, INDIANA, 
WAREHOUSES 


Grand and Harrison Streets 
Francis and Hayden Streets 


D. A. MORR TRANSFER AND STORAGE CO. 


KANSAS CITY, MO. 
2114-2120 Central Street 


TRANSFER, MERCHANDISE STORAGE, FORWARD- 
ING, DISTRIBUTION AND CITY DELIVERIES. 
Direct Connections With All Rallroads. Fireproof Storage, 
Sprinkler System. 


Springfield, Mass. 


Central Warehouse & Transfer Co. 


Office: 315 Bridge St. 


TRANSFERRING AND RESHIPPING. 
GENERAL STORAGE, FURNITURE STORAGE, ETC. 


Established 1890. From iong and practical experience 
we know your needs. Write for Information. 


Witkin Trucking Company 
Main Office, 30 BURLING SLIP. 


NEW YORK, N. Y. 


“HH SERVES BEST WHO SERVHS WELL” 


Minneapolis Transfer & Warehouse Co. 


MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 
122 SOUTH FIFTH STREET 


DISTRIBUTORS OF POOL CARS AND GENERAL 
WAREHOUSING 


CHICAGO 


Jos. Stockton Transfer Co. 
636 The Rookery Bullding 


Ceamtne of Every Description—City Delivery Service 
and Carload Distributors. 


PITTSBURGH, PA. 


FIREPROOF AND NON-FIREPROOF WAREHOUSES 
PENNSYLVANIA SIDING LOWEST INSURANCE 
Write us about storage or distributing 
HAUGH & KEENAN STORAGE & TRANSFER CO. 


Central Warehouse Co. 


Storage—Forwarding 


Trackage Counection with all railroads enterina the 
Twin Cities. 


Minnesota Transfer, Minn. 


PHILAD ELPHIA, PA. 


BEST DISTRIBUTING POINT IN THE EAS) 
Railroad Sidings, Penna. R. R. and Phila. & Reading 
Experienced in giving Best Warehouse Service 
SCOTT PAPER CO. WAREHOUSE 

Cc. R. CLEMENTS, Manager ‘ 


Trackage, Capacity 18 carsa day. Very low insurance. 


The Benedict Warehouse & Transfer Company 


DENVER, COLO. 
501 SIXTEENTH STREET. 


DISTRIBUTION OF POOL CARS AND GENBRAL 
WAREHOUSING. 


Omaha Fireproof Storage Co. 


806-18 SOUTH 16TH ST., OMAHA, NEB. 


EIGHT AND ONE-HALF ACRES FLOOR SPACE 
INSURANCE RATE 20 CENTS 
TRACKAGE SPACE, 10 CARS. GENBRAL TEAMING 
AND AUTO SERVICE. 


Savannah Bonded Warehouse & Transfer Co. 
SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 
312-314-316 Willlamson St, P. O. Box 965 
pet STORAGE—RE- COON ier eagUr- 
NG—FORWARDING—PROMPT AND BFFICIBNT 
SERVICE—EXCEPTIONAL FA Cr 
CUSTOM HOUSB BROKERS 
Track connections with all Railroads and Steamship Docks 


STORAGE IN CANADA! 


Hamilton ape gre Warehouse . 


Merchandise Free and Bond. Separa Rooms. tor 
Furniture. OUR OWN CARTAGE. Garloads distributed. 
Customs Brokers and Forwarders. 


THOS. MYLES’ SONS, Ltd., HAMILTON, ONT. 
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Fed eral Trade 








EVERY THOUGHT 


about the 


Is Punctuated With A 


Some of the Pertinent Questions Just Now are: 


If ‘“unfair methods of competition’ are unlawful, what constitutes 
an unfair method ? 

What amounts to good faith to meet competition ? 

Is it unlawful to make a discrimination in price based upon:credit ? 

How does that differ from reduction in price for the purpose of 
securing business > 

Does not every discrimination in price substantially lessen compe- 
tition ? 

Assuming a merchant had been handling a patented article under 
an agreement to sell at a certain price and broke his agreement 
because he thought it unlawful and the manufacturer refused 
to sell him any more goods, can he maintain a suit for triple 
damages with costs and attorney’s fees ? 


Answers to questions of this kind are being printed in every issue of 


Federal Trade Reporter 





This magazine, covering tnoroughly and completely the field of the regulation of 
interstate trade, is published semi-monthly and costs only $3.00 per year. 


Better send us your subscription TODAY 


The Federal Trade Service Corporation, 418 S. Market St., Chicago, Ill. 


SAMPLE FREE ON REQUEST 





Commission Act 
The Clayton Anti-trust Law 


